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HE TR AFFIC wo 


From July to December, 1916 


-Accid report on Southern Ry. acci- 

| dent, man, Ill.; p. 946. 

‘Accidents: Bulletin'57, p. 56; report on 

| Western Mayland derailment, p. 604; 
peer 32g on ‘Western Maryland collision, 


PP Bs bill enlarging: Commission; pp. 
ties. 138 sa MF et 1004, 1011, 1029, "1164, 
Adaméon ian for eight-hour day; see 


dates J. 6 Heer Kansas City Traffic 

ub 

| keene’ in rates; must be justified spe- 

| eifically; Globe ‘Soap s¢ vs. os & S. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. 83. 

Agron Sain of freight facilities: “ir K. 


Advertising. freight’ facilities; discussed 
T. J. McLaughlin; p. 867. 
Eg abe pone freight service; by W. H. 
1298, 1331. 
schooling of; by W. L. 


eastern Washington and Idaho; Pe 

| Alexander, J. (Who's Who); 939. 

Alfalfa meal; “Kotorate Alfalfa ‘Meal & 
Mfg. Co. vs. M. P. et al.; see decisions 

‘of I. C. C.; p. 1168. 


Pimittee: revert of N. I..T. L. com- 
- ee: 
: Portland Chamber of Commerce 


| ¥Be- & St. P. et al.; see decisions 
of L on Gi 165. 

-Baltimore & rolina S, S. Co, vs. A. C. 
L, et al.; tentative ag? by attorney- 

' examiner Watkins; p p. 

rae C.R.; careless eight bills; p. 


Barrow, W. M: explains intervention in 
Natchez Chamber of Commerce case; 
p. 472, 

Bell, Geo 
ai bec ts er, bout charge 

es about c S on un- 
"freight; p. 471. 
Belleville, J. M.; pomeetuttontion’ on. mark- 


Bill’ £4 iading onifor \ 104, 532, 602, 
iform; pp. 
. 844, 969, 
Bill of fedines ‘see Pomerene “pill. 
list; Bie for; p. 579. : 
ag ae president American 
*Agsn. nat of Freight Traffic Officers; p. 519. 
piling Cp ‘On; Boris of Supreme 
Boat line ewhwante, 
. Transit. line case; 
boat line case; pp. “096, 1272, 1329. 
Boat lines: steamer lines "trom Norfolk to 
Baltimore, N. Y. and Ri ond; see de- 
ions of I. C. C.; 
Boat, ‘times ‘Ashtabula uid-Port me: 
service: see decisions. of I. “°C 


Boat Tine? connection with -rafl line de- 
d + Cs im, Ind. 


.;. attorney-examiner of 


~ 
, 


2 ioe § 


Volume XVHI 


DECISIONS OF |. ©. C. IN THE 


* TRAFFIC WORLD. 


July to December, 1908. 
Vol. 2 4LC.C. 61 


to 
141. C, C, 619 


January to March, 1909. 
Vol. 2.. 141 C. C, 631 


to 
* 15.1 C. C. 697 


aore aue9 1909. 
Vol. 6. (c 584 


WLC. °c. 422 


July to reat 1909. 
Vor 4. fay 424 


17 I. Cc. *o. 388 
January to June, 1910. 
Vol. 6. 171. % C. 261 
o , 
19 I. C. C. 102 
July to December, 1910. 
Vol. 6& Ut P ve 25 
20 I. Py °c. 21 
January to June, 1911. 
Ve. -%. 2.4 C.: 2 


to 
2114 Cc. C. 181 
July to December, 1911. 
Vol. 8 211. C, C. 188 


to 
22 I. C. C. 188 
January to June, 1912, 
Vol. 9. 22 1 ¢, ¢, 14 


241. C. °c. eo 


July to Deceateene.2 
Vol 10. 241. C. C. i 


25 I. C. C. 349 
an 
20 1. C. C. 486 


January to June, 1913. 
Vol. 11. 25 1 C. C. 337 


to 
27 I. C. C. 343 


Jul iP December; 1913. 
Vol. 1 27 I. C. C. 302 


28 1. C. C, 549 


: Janua to Ju 1914. 
“4d 28 L.. eC. 563 


Vol. 13. 
to - 
i 30 1. C. C. 528 


July to December, 1914. 
Vol. 14. 30 LC, C. 631 


<<) 
$2 I. C. C. 291 


Janua to June, 1915. 
Vo. is) 321. Gc. 283 


341 CC. 217 


Jul PEE Gc a ae 
Vol. ie 


37 1, C. C118 


Janua to June, 1916. 
VoL i? 37L¢.C. 7% 


{43s } 
pay nr Hanae fertilizer and car, short- 


p. 1 

peed: John W.; advocates encther ‘dex 
partment of I. 'C. C.; p. 87. 

Brick; Walsh & Weidner Boiler Co. NB. rom 
H. & D, et al., and 4th sect; aps; gee 

see 4 IC. C.; p. “ : hese & 
rooks, eharee stock yards) 
interests of Swift & p., 1336, 

Brough, J. A.; the new OR A. class 
‘rates; p. 983. 

er: ee zenkmo manager L. R., M. & 


Byars, sy 2. communication on defeat 
. ing of through rates; p. 742. “ 


Re ite 2s 
Byres J. P.; law schools and treme; aa saps 


preme Court decision;. pp. 
Campbell, R. W.; operatin "meena 7 
W. Butler Paper Co.; p. 673. - - a 
Car shortage and fertilizer; by a 
wker; p. 1338. is 
Car surpluses and shortages; ep 
for July 1, p. 124; for Aug, Na 
for Sept. 1, p 642; oe Bray 2 < ie 
for Nov., p. 1082; : 


Car shortage; pp. a1, a mh 
$43, 666, 708, Tai, , $29, 
jg beating poy 
reed bh 962, 


California back-haul case; Bos. 140; 8 Su 


soochalanttianal . : ms 
Car supply and condition; repérts tom 

made to Commission; p. 910, . =~ 
Carniichael, R. H. . & a 


; see decisions of I. C. @.; 
oave, W. M.; delay in cdr mov 


Cement; U. 8S. vs. Pi & R, 
cisions of I. C. C.; 1240. 

Central States Conterence on Rail 
Water Transportation; p. 1342. - 

lL. E.; chairman South 

Freight Assn.; p. 61. 

Chandler, Charies. ei adGrens one 
lation “6 ra 


‘demu: 


Chandler, Rg se He 
on subject. of emulation; Dp. 


W. 1.; schooling of local ' 


=~ sgn ots BT a 

issou r- 

Seca of I. “ay cane 
commodity; Richm 
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we 
Class rates; Henderson Comm ercial Club >, Okmulgee, Okla., Byrden Horse Shoe Co, Lehigh 
ve dit Gent, et al see decisions of I. i Se we F. et al. es Sl — Seis “ottanaiut 
: Pe > P. le ng. No. 
cation; Associated Railways Classi- | Andersch ros. et al. Minneapolis,{ Cabin Creek Consoli lidated Coal Co, et 
fication Exceptions; see decisions of Minn., vs. C. & N. W. et al. py eos W. Va., vs. C. H. & Dy 
I. C. C.; p. 1170. hides. No. 9198; p, 764. ~ NO, 9006; p. 2 
oy from | da; see decisions of I. C. ee Corporation Commission vs A. Cadiliae Chamber of Commer - 
1s ty a al, Discriminatory rates. lac, Mich., vs. Ann Arbor et al. -Lum- 
clay: Tentuick and Tennessee clay; see 991. ber. No. 9160; p. Tid. 
decisions of 1. C. C.; p. 958. Fear filling Co. va. Freeo V Cady Lumber Co.. W. M., and 8. 
ee ae: tenth section relating to R. t al. ves. No. e116. ‘Bub. Lafond Co., McNary, La, and New 
between railroads and their No. i; ‘p. Tis. York, vs..Glenmore & w et al. 
ao pp. 244, 398. Armour Co., Chicago, Ill, vs, C. & Yellow pine. No. 9267; p. 990. 
Clements, Commissioner; suggests law to W. Ry. et al. Petition for rehear-/| Cain, Hi. M., Chicago, vs. South- 


rikes; p. 738. 
Coal; Poteau Coal & Mercantile Co. vs. 
a *& 8S. et al.; see decisions of I. C. 


258. 
Coal; Galloway Coal Co. et al. -A G 
S. et al; see decisions of I. C. CG.  p. 271. 
Coal: Pittsburg & Ohio Mining Co. et al. 
s. B. & O.; see decisions of I. C.-C.; p 


Coal; Indiana gud. eC: coal; see de- 
cisions of I. C. $25. 

~ 5 RE ioe tiand Cement Co., 

Inc., vs. T. & P. et al.; see decisioris of 


Cc. C.; iB 
oke from ne Air, etc.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; 
Coal to Red Wing, Minn: see decisions of 
I, C. C.; p. 656. 


viet 


Coal, advances on, within Sees switch- 
ing ppetriet: see decisions of I. C. C.; 
D. 5 

Coal; W. Harry Brown ye. bea et 
al.; see decisions of I. C. tose 

Coal; Coal Operators’ Toate’ Bnd of 
St. Louis vs. B. S. W. et al; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 853. 

Coal to C. F. A. destinations; p. 859. 

Coal; Castner, Curran & Bullitt, Inc., vs. 
P. Co.; see decisions of I, C. Cc: : Pp. 
2g aa 

Coal trust cases; P. 787. 

on a a tariff on fine coal; pp. 379, 

Coal,’ lake cargo; pp. 412, 732, 986, 1286, 


ee in rate fixing; comenies- 
ion by G. F. Williams; p. 811 

Siete foperta; p. 709, 710, 750, 816, 
1045, 1218, 1376. 

Commission, Interstate 
nual A ngiy of; p. 1193. 

Commodity rates; Dallas Chamber of 
Commerce, weet Bureau Dept., et al. 
vs. A. T. 8S. F. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 1169. 


Comment s Chamber of Com- 
sree: retght Bureau Dept., et al. vs. 
Ant, * a FF, et al: see decisions of 
P. 
Competition among railroads beneficial; 
remarks of George Dallas Dixon; p. 815. 


COMPLAINTS FILED WITH THE IN- 
rh dale COMMERCE COMMIS- 


Abel & Roberts et al. vs. Mo. Pac 
al. Petition for tg A . No. Fant. 
Sub. No. 1 and Sub. p. 54. 
Acme Cement Plaster oo. | Pg Tex., 
vs. Illinois Central et al. Plaster. No. 


9033 ot 299.. 
a er 4: Goods Co., Chicago, vs. A. 
T. & 8S. F. a al. Joint fasteners. No. 


9056; p. 461 
Aitna losives Co., New York City, 
R. R, et all. Tank 


Commerce; an- 





of a ae 


8. A. L. Ry. 
ge > Sis: DP. Yeas. 

& . T., New Orleans. vs. 
, - & N. Lumber. No. 9339; p. 


Algoma Lumber Co., Algoma, Oregon, 
va. Tee Pacific. Locomotive. No. 


11 
Allen aa Portlan2 Cement Co. and the 
h Portla Co, vs. 4% 


Alton Mercantile Co., EB Okla., vs. 
Tilinois Central et al. mit omee No. 
9050; p. 368 

ed ea Co., Chicag 
& St. et al, Shingles. 


yf ES Pa., 
Reparation. No. 


Co., Homestead, Pa., 

. and B, & O. Repara- 
. No. 9058, Sub. i-2; p. 368. 

American He fe Co. of New York. vs. 

. ¥. N. H. & H. et al. Rubber glass. 


isth; ot 398. 
and New York. edt a R. y 
al. ane Tucose. Me, $8i6e Dp 1152. 








e No, 7173; 568, 

Armour & Co., Chicago, v: s. A.C. L. et 
al. Fresh meat. No. 3272; p. 991. 
Ash Products Co., Indianapolis, Ind., vs. 
Vandalia. Tent pins. No. 9268; p. 


990. 
Asphalt Ready erg | Ae New Tok, 


s. N. ¥. C. a al, posts. 

3987, Sub. No. 4; p. al 

Astoria (Ore.) Box Co. ~ Spokane, 
Portland & Seattle w umber 
products. No. 9270; FR 

Atlantic Lumber Co.,° ston, vs. Toledo 
& Ohio Central et al. Lumber. No. 
9031; p. 299. 

Atlas ‘Lumber Ce. Seattle, Wash., vs. 
Pa. Co. _ Shin les. No. 9295; p. ‘1104. 


Atlas Portland Cement Co., New York, 
3012. a ston & Maine. Cement. No. 


225. 

Austin Dowder Co., Cleveland, as vs. 
W. &L. E. R. R. et al. Bilasti ng pow- 
der. No. 8988; p. 142. 

Ayer & Lord Tie Co. ., Carbondale, IIl., 
and Chicago, vs. Illinois Central et al. 
Ties. No. 8980; p. 142. 


Barnum-Richardson Co., Salisbury, 
Conn., vs. gg New ae land et al. 


Charcoal. 9299; p. 
Barrett Co., New York, vs. D. L. & W. 
et al. Benzol. No. 9241; p. 928. 
Batavia (N. Y.) Lumber Co. vs. A. C. 
L. et al. Tires. No. 9341 + ap: i216: 
Baumbach, Reichel Co., ilwaukee, 
is., vs. Southern Pacific et al. 


Hops. No. 9023, Sub. No. 44; Bi 1046. 
Beaumont (Tex.) Cotton Oil M lis Co. 

vs. Alexandria & Western et al. Cot- 

tonseed. No. 9276; p. 991. 

Beckman-Dawson Co., Chicago, vs. 
Pennsylvania Co. et os Shingles. No. 
8987, Sub. No. 1; p. 142. 

— Lumber Co., Kansas City, Mo., 

La. Ry. & Nav. Co. et al. Yellow 
pine. No. 9260; p. 928. 

Best-Clymer Mfg. Go. South Fort 
Smith, Ark., vs. Arkansas Central et 
al. Sorg hum cane. No. 9072; p. 402. 

Big Horn Collieries Co., Crosby, Wyo- 
ming, vs. C. B. & Q. et al. Coal. No. 
9304; p. 1152. 

Black ‘Diamond Co. et al., ee my. O., 
vs. tre 3 Valley R. R. et al. Coal. 
No. 9149; p. 678. 

Blackman a “Griffin Co. ., Ogden, Utah, 
vs. Akron, Canton & Youngstown Ry. 
et al. Reparation. No, 9290; p. 1104, 

Blackmer & Post Pipe Co.,. St. Louis, 
vs. Mo. Pac. et al. Coal. No. 9057; p 


368. 
Blatchford Calf Meal Factory, Wauke- 
om. Il., vs. E. J. & B. et al, Poul- 
ry feed. No. 2048:p . 368. 


Bodenhamer Molasses Co., New Or- 
leans, La., v3. O.., oa M. R. R. 
Co. et al. Mo 08; p. 142. 


Boston Chamber of (WE nthe et al vs. 
Ocean 8. Co. of Savannah et al. 
Cc. & C. grates. No. 9148; Be 3% 


“owe > Chicago, vs.. RL & 
Egss. mt 8993; p. isi 

Bright ery Co., Winnipeg, Man., vs. 

American ress Co. et al. Straw- 
berries. No. 9107; p. 569. 


Brunswick- Baike-Collender Co. vs. Mu- 
nising, Marquette & Southeastern Ry. 
et al. 7s pins. No. 9157; p. 714. 

Bulley, 8. & Son, Dallas, Tex., vs. 
st. L. & 8 J R. R. et al. Cotton. 
No. 9112; 570. 


Burmite Roofing Co, Chicago, vs. Grand 


Trunk Ry. a" = et al. Shingles. 
No, 8987; a 
Burson ay haar *o0., Rockford, IIL, 
. 1 & &. RR. et al. Hosiery. No. 
180; 4 
Burson ces Co. vs. C. I. & 8. et_al. 
ted to tion for reuearing. No. 


Business Men’ s Langue of _—_. ATE 
M. 8. Cotton. 


pitti a ae os,” Sieston. 
ae i bertgral,; Rat No. No. 8991; 


oe! 
ae Bike Sco." et ‘ab: Hduston Tex., 
F. al. ow 


vs, A. T. & 8. ‘it 


_ Blass, No. i. 

Gace frreets ee ea ae 
, ae ee he eT 
* 7 * £ ewe « 


Co., 
ern Pacific et al. a No. 
$023, Sub. No, 48; p. 1102. 
Caleasieu Long Leaf Lbr. Co. vs. La. & 
gy al, r. No. 9063, Sub. 


402. 
California ‘Fruit Growers’ Exchange vs 
B. & O. et al. Citrus fruit. No. 9070; 


bp. 402. 
California Wholesale Potato Dealers’ 
San Francisco, vs. Southern 
-_— and onions. No. 


campbell & 3 Cleaver, Dallas, Tex., vs. 
F. et al. Cotton. No. 


50a7 © 

ee supply investigation. No. 9284; p. 

Carey, Clarence F., Spokane, Wash., vs. 
Northern Pacific € et al. Cedar 
Posts.- No. 8984; 

Carey men y Philip. Pockiand, o., vs. B. 
& O. hingles. No. 9289; Pp. 


Carroll, J. Pratt, Inc., New York Suit 
vs. P. R. R. Tomatoes. No. 9210. 
Sub. No. 1; p. 1214. 

Carroliton Excelsior & Fuel Co., New 
Orionsn, vs. N. O. & N. E. Cordwood. 
No. 9353; p. 1398. 

Casey-Hedges Co. et al. vs. C. Oo, & 
T. P. et al. Iron and steel pot 
No. 7122; p. 101. 

Casey- Hedges Co., Chattanooga, Tenn., 

Ala. Gt. Sou. R. -iron 
ine. No. 9261; p. 928. 

Caskét Mfrs. Ass’n. a America, Grand 
Rapids, Mich., vs. & O. R. R, et al. 
Casket trimmings. Bt 9096; p. 568. 

Cayce Coal Co. et al., Nashville, Tenn. “» 
vs. L, & N. R. R. Coal No. 9151; 
p. 713. 

Chamber of Commerce, Houston, Tex., 
vs. A. T. & S._ F. et al. Packing 
house products. No. 9104; p. 569. st 

t. 


Champion Shoe Machinery Co. 
Louis, Mo., vs. C. & A. R. R. 
al. Shoe machinery. No. 9152; p. it 
Channel ae ge Co., Chicago, vs. A? 
= & 8S. F. et al. Polish. No; 9086p” 


Chapin & Co., Hammond, IMd., vs. Great 
Lakes Trans abe Co. et al. Ap- 


ples. No. 9085 
Chicago Portland anon Co., Mer wr 
No. 9040; p. 9, 


Til., vs. Illinois Central R. 
Nut punchings. 

Christopher & Simpson Iron Works oe 
St. Louis, vs. Pp. & St. L. 


beams. No. 9066; p. 402 
Chrome Steel Works, Chrome, N See et 
al. vs. Y. & ‘ “ae t Co. 
bs. ae Mining machinery. . 9333; 
City of Astoria vs. 8S. P. & S. et al 
ty as for modification. No. 6523; 


DP. 
Covers Provision Co., Cleveland, O., 
B. & O. R. R. et al. Meats. No. 


9136; p. 877. 
Clinton (Ia.) Sugar Refini Co. vs. C. 
B. s Pe etal. Gluten f No. 9 9262; 
vs. A. T 


coca: “Cola Co., Atlanta, Ga., 
et al. Coca-Cola. No. 9125; 


S00. 

Odeumer. Co., Herman, Cincinnati, O., vs. 
Southern Pacific et al. Hops. No. 
baad p. 1214. : 

Works, oaeneee 
gy vs. Southern wy. et, al. 
iron service boxes. o. 9144; ‘P an. 

Commerce Club of St. Joseph, Mo., vs. 
Great Lakes Transit Co 
al. Commodities. 

Commercial Cable Co., 
No biog: » Union Tel. Co. Cablegrams. 

0. 

Commercia! Polub. of Kansas City, Mo., 

vs. A. T. & 8S. F. et al. Commodity 
No. 5258; p. 990. 


rates. 

Commercial Club of Kansas City, Mo., 
et al. vs. A. T. & N. - R, et Mo- 
lasses. No. 8955; p. 

Commercial Club of iconens City vs. A. 

& 8S. F. et al. Commodity rates. 
No. 9258; ne agen ra ite: oe 
ry re y- 
No. D928. 
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qua. R. et Cans. No. Line & South 
9181; p, a Cottonseed. No, 9045; p. 368. i. Sub. . 
. et Cornell © Wood Products Co., Cornell Empress Coal Co., Portland, Ore., vs. i hye Co. ‘Bast Sst. 
ED. Wis., vs. A. T. &’S. F. et al. Wood Oregori-Washington R. R. & Nav. Co. | . “fouls n Arbor R. R, et al. 
pulpboard. No, 9296; p. 1104. et al. Coal. No. 9177; p. 754. Loui, ii No. ‘$178; 752. a 
ndil- Coulbourn Bros. et al. vs. N. ¥. P. &| Erie Machine Shops, Erie, Pa., vs. N.| General Roo Mfg. Co., St. Louis, vs. 
um- o i R. et al. Lumber. No. 9038; pe R. i. et al. Steam rollers. No. et al. Roofing 
> Pp. . 
8. Creamery Pkge. Mfg. Coffeyville, |} Evans Lbr. Co., G. H., et al, Macon dw Associatio 
ew ss , vs. Kansas City > dectieen” Ry. Ga., and elsewhere vs, Central of , vs. Central of Georgia et al, 
t al. et al. Egg case fillers. No. 9202; p. a et al. Lumber. No. 8967; p. Lumber. No. 9028; p. 299. 
781. 102. German-American Sugar Co., Pa 
uth- Crown Willamette Paper Co., San Fran-| Ewing & Co., C. F., Sand Point.daho, O., vs. C aS & W. Limestone, — 
No. cisco, vs, Southern Pacific et al. vs. Oregon Short Line. Ceda¥ posts. 9022; dW = | 
Fruit wrapping paper. .No. 9073; p. No. 9015; p. 225, Gitcha Y H., Utica, N. Y¥., vs. c. | 
+ 402. Fairmont Creamery Co. vs. A. T, & S. & St. P. et wi Hops. No.’ 9028, ; 
Sub. “On 8 i Pkg. Co., Los Angeles, Cal., vs. F. Ry. et al. Fuel oil. No. 9155; p. No, 32;  e : 
, R. R. Co.. Feed. No. 9111; 714. Good, Orrin = Spokane, Woe oe a 
Ms : c mS king Co., Famesrhon Co., Minneapolis, vs. ureet epaash wept saa rie ' ‘ 
> a u Packing Chicago, vs. D. J. ¢., Pp. 928. 
av ea Meats. No. 9250; p. 998. = & Q. etal. Potatoes. No, 9032; Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co., Akron, 0. : 
ers’ Co.,: Wausau, Wis, .. VS. p. 299. vs. Akron, Canton & Youngstown 
ern , aa & &. bs et al. Sash and doors.| Fargo Iron & Metal Co., Fargo, N. D., al. Tires. No. 9360; p. 1344. 
No. No, 9266; p. 990. vs. gpa Northern. Junk. No. 9049;| Grand Rapids (Mich.) ge ae of 
Qyger, Magner Co., Duluth, Minn., vs. p. 368 Commerce vs. Y. & Vv. et al | 
vs. M. & S. S. M. et al. Salt. No.| Federal Coal Co..et al. vs. L, & N. et Group rates. No. 9079; p . 523. 
No. 9319; P. * ee. al. Coal. No. 9035; p. 299, os Lumber Co. C. L., Me +t 
Darragh Company vs. C. R. I. & P.| Fidelity Cotton Oil Co. et al. Houston, vs. Mobile & Ohio et: al. 
; D Grain. No. 9016; p. 225. Tex., vs. Ala. & Vicks. Ry. al. Switching, No. 9017; p. 25. | 
Peanuts. No. 9305; p. 1152 Great Falls Gas Co., Great Falls Mont., - 
Decker, Jacob E., & apt Mason City, ; : ‘ =m Cc. B. & Q. and Great Northern’ 2 | 
ye Ia., vs. M. & St. al. Meats: “hs <a Orange, eS Gas oil. No. 9311; p. 1152 | 
: No. 928; . ae ter, eee ee Ser ee Guit ‘Lumber Go, et al., iruliert ton, La, 
3B. Decker ns, alter ee Se ; ns, ss., vs. Gulf ne River | 
=* Ia, vs. Minn. & St. “vn es inicbine Lumber Co. Ye Fie e NS, |. Lumber. No. 9179; p. 754. | 
: Green meats. No. 9238; <i rhs - 9306; p. 1152. Guyton & Harrington Mule Co., Kansas : 
ity, Delaware Punch Co. of Texas, San An-| Fischer Lime & Cement Co., Memphis, City, Mo., vs. 3 & N. et al. Mules, 
210, tonio, Tex., vs. G. H» & S.A. Ry. et| . Tenn., vs. Southern Ry. et al. Lime. No, 9298; p. 1104 ; 
is al. Syrups. No. 9150; p. is ae 9139; p. nz “i eet way & z, Whittington et ol. Maes an Md’, | 
4 enle rain Co., Sioux y, » Vs. N. e ‘omatvues. I 
90d. eenle Tex te tne a ee’ ae AD |G. M. & St. P. et al. Bulk corn.” No. No. 8990; p. 142. = | 
Te et al. Syrups. , No. 9176; p. = 9274; p. 991. - Hanley & Kinsella Coffee and Spice Co., ; 
jes. Dewey, F. S., Mott, N. D., vs. GC M. & | Florence Wagon Works, Florence, Ala., St. Louis, vs, St. L. & W. etal. Fen- oe" 
t. P. ‘Timothy’ seed. ” No. o2t0. D. yar! & a et al. Iron castings. No. nel seed, No. 9342; p. 1216. | 
nn. : 878. arines & Co., F, S., Tacoma, Wi : 
4 Florida Growers’ and Shippers’ League, 
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Wis., vs. C. & N. W. et al.. Wine. burg Ry. et al Citrus fruits, No. > = 
at Th hoes sak oe ree 
Diana Paper Co., Watertown, N. ¥., ys.| Fogarty & Sons, Philip, Philsdelphia, ee ee . 
> 2 i poy irenia R, R. et al.” Coal. ” No. Pa., waN. ¥, YN. H. & H. et al. Coal. +e Bey ees 
a No. ; 
51; : Dimmitt- caple- aeaith Live Stock Com-| Fogarty & Bens, Philip, as R.| Harmon & Co., F, S., 7_and Portiat Seattle 
mission Co. ¢ St. Louis, Mo., vs. I, vs. N. Re? O. & W. et al. Coal. and Spokane, Wash. rtland, 
exX., 4 Cc. & Q. “ot at Live stock. No. No. 9337; 1216. Ore., vs. N. Y. C. 
ing dist: . 643, Fo arty, Bahl, G., Providence, R. L, v curtain rods. = hea Pp. metre me 
: Dolan t Co. et al., Grand Island, N.Y & W. "Ry. Coal. No. $306; Harmon & Co. F, 8., Tacoma, W. 
St. Neb.,. vs. C. B. & Q. et al. Bananas. - and Portland, Ore., vs. @. J. & E. 
et No. $071; p. 402. neniey’ Supply Manufacturers’ Ass’n. al. Stool bases. No, 9363; p. 1398, 
714. Dre a Bros. Montgomery, Ala., vs. po Cleveland, O., vs. Ann Arbor R, R. Harmon & E St Lo : M 
» ae & Vicksburg et al. Candy. al. Foundry facings. No. 9001; StL. a & sr ad 0., vs. 
865 No. sir 609. 1s. ™ Tiss Pag Fruits. 
Dulaney ieee. Slater, Mo., vs. C. & A.| Fox’s Sons, Samuel, Chicago, vs. Boston = DP. 714, 
eat Cement. No. 9315; p. 781. & Albany et al. Wool. No, 9356; p.| Harmount bi & Lumber Co., Chilli- F 
Ap- Dunham Co. of Berea, O., vs. New York 1398. cothe, O., vs. L. & N. et al. Cross- ~ 
: Se R. R. Castings. No. 9004;| Freight Bureau, Macon, Ga. Chamber ties. No. 9242; p. 928. 
my: 142, of Commerce, vs. A. C. L. Ry. et al.| Harris Granite ‘Quarries Co., Granite 
Da Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. I., Fruits and vegetables. No. 9101; p. Quarry, N. C., vs. Southern et al, 
— Wilmington, Del, vs. Penna. R. R. et 569. Rubblestone. No. 8970; p. a : 
0.5 al. Sulphur. No. 9011; p. 225. Freight Bureau of the Merchants’ &| Harrison, ~* ey Brownsville ge 
ron ; Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. L, Manufacturers’ Ass’n. of Birmingham St. L. B. M. et cn Silver oo "lead len 
Wilmington, Del., vs. P. R. R. et al. vs. L. & N. et al. Petition for re- ore. No. Si14; ee, jars 
et Cinders. No. 9128; p. 609. hearing. No. 4216; P. 990. Hartzell oonne Piqua, $ eS ee 
Co. Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., EB, I, | Freight Bureau of the Merchants’ & B. bet et al. Wainut = No: 9: . StS 
33; Wilmington, Del., vs. Int. & Gt. Nor. Manufacturers’ Ass’n. of Birmingham _ p. 1898, ‘ 
Ry. et al. Nitrate of soda. No. 9162; vs. L. & N. et al. Reply in opposi- 
al p. 752. * tion to satan for reopening. No. 
23; ' Du_ Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. 1.,| . 4216; p. 1046 Hep pes Co., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. P. R. R. et al.| Freight Bureau of the Mercl.ants’ & oe No 8987, Sub. No. 5; Dp. ee 
O., Cotton. No. 9171; p. 752. - . Ass’n. of Birmingham, Ala., vs. Bree ee Lumber Co., niongo, Vas vs. Po & 
No. Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. i, & N. et al. Sugar. No. 9335; p. et al. Luriber. o. 8965; p. - “A 
Wilmington, Del., vs. P. B. & W. et ii16. 02." 3 
Cc. al. Slag and refuse. No. 9173; Pi, 752. | Fruit Dispatch Co., i York ag vs. gees. «=: Blei Co., Chicago, vs. 
; ! Du Pont de Seraenre Powder Co., B. L, P. & R Bananas. No. 9251; N. Y. & P. R. R. et al. Cooperage, iB 
Wilmington, vs. Houston & Fit” Dispatch _Co., New eBae” vs.|. _ No. 9103; p. 569. . 
T. Brazos Valley = al. Sulphur. No. Feans. et.al. Bananas. No. 9361; p. Hollingshead & Blet Co., Chi » Va. 
25; , 9277; p. 991. 1398. Kansas a Southern et al. taves. 
Du_Pre Co., E. M., Columbia, 8S. C., Fullerton-Powell Hardwood Lbr. Co. No. 9344; p. 1288. 
vs. ” Norfoe & Western et al. Apples. South Bend, Ind., vs. St. Louis, South- amigo Lbr. Co., Putnam, vs. N. 
No. No. 9235, Sub. No. 878. we et al. Lumber. No. 9172; et al. Lumber. NO *BOT8: p. 
: Duttweiler, F. W., EF, Co., Toledo, Pp. 762. 
ga, O., vs. L. P N. et al. Lumber. No.| Fulton Coal Co., Chi Oe ag Cc & N. Hopkins, ey New York City, vs. 
st- ‘ 9030; i p. 29 W. et al. Ice. No. 9 368. cean §. S, Co. of Savannah. Onions. 
78. ‘ass peers Co. Eagle Pass,| Gamble-Robinson Co., Minnea lis, vs. No. ! ‘2S 
vs. =i vs. G. H. & S. A. et al. Pipes Great Northern et al. Apples. No.| Horst C Clemens, San Francisco, 
et and ipe fittings. No. 159; p. 714. 9165; p. 752. vs. Southern Pacific Co. et al. Hops. 
. Earl Sacramento, Cal, vs.| Gamble-Robinson Co., Great Falls, . 
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Indianapolis Chamber oz Commerce et 
al. vs. C. C. C. & St. L. et al. Live 
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T. & 8. 


Pp. a 

Jewel Tea Co., Inc, 

x a < al. 
8997; 


Soleatoe. —a Wichita, vs. A. 
~ Be et al. Hides, etc. No. 9229; p. 
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No. 9013; p. 225. 

Magnus. Sons Co., A 
Pac. et al. Hops. “No, 9023, Sub. No. 
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Michigan Mfrs. Ass’n, Pare Mich., 
vs. Ann Arbor R. R. et al. Class a 


nd 

commodity rates. No. 9293; p. 1104. 
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1398. 
Mount Pleasant, ‘Tenn., Fertilizer Co. 
L. & N. et al. "Fertilizer. No. 
3264; p. 928. 
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New York Hay Suchanes Association 
vs. New York Central. Hay. No. 
9182; p. 754. 
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Northern Potato Traffic rg n., Minne- 
apolis, Minn., vs. & O. R. R. et al. 
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p. 299. 

Pacific Coast Beef & Provision Co., —_ 
Angeles, Cal., vs. O. L. R. R. 
Feed. No. 9111, Sub. No. 1; p. 570. 

Pacific Coast Beef & Provision Co., te 

Cal. vs. O. S. L. R. 
Hogs. No. 9122; p. 609. 

Pacific Coast Beet & DEN ae nag 2 Co., Los 
Angeles, Cal., 8.’P. 28. L. 
B. ‘Hogs. ‘ee 9132. ‘Sub. No. 1; 


Pp 

Pacific Coast Shippers’ Ass’n, Seattle, 
Wash., vs. Northern Pacific Ry. et al. 
Lumber. No. 9312; p. 1152. 

Pacific Fruit *& Produce Co., North 
Yakima, Wash., vs. Southern Pacific 
Co. et al. Lemons and oranges. No. 
9282; p. 834. 

Paducah (Ky.) Board of Trade vs. Illi- 
nois Central et al. Lumber. No. 
9130; p.' 609. 

Paducah Board of Trade and Pa ae 


+» V8. Cc 
No, pat P M34. 
oo. Ce sine 8. C., vs. 
"Western et ail. Apples. 


Cleveland, vs. N. ¥. 
No. 9053, Sub. No. 1; 


No. 9235; p. 
Penrod, Jerden & Mose ree. Inc., Mem- 
his, Tenn., vs. Mobile & 
gs. No, ‘9201; p. 781. 


Produce Co.,- 


Ry: et al. Corn. 


Ohio R. R. 


ieee 


"yb H flow hold goods: 
ouseho 
5306. p.. 384. 

Persons, A. C., New York City, vs. C. 
e © fs Q. eee" R. Live poultry. No. 


Posaber (Mich.) Business Men’s Ass’n, 
vs. Ann Arbor et al. Class and com- 
modity. No. 9208; p. 928. 

image Mfg. Co., et al., Savannah, Ga., 

Southern Ry. Logs. No. 9134; 


oy ” 643. 

Pioneer Fruit Co., Brandon, Man., vs. 
American Pxpress Nee Strawberries. 
No. 9107, Sub. No. p. 569. 

Pittman & “Harrison és. Sherman, Tex., 
vs. Ft. + gil & R. G. Ry. et al. Oats. 
No. 9121; 609. 

hg & 1 Harrison Pre 3 Sherman, Tex., 


et al. Grain. 
No. ieee S81, 

Pittsburgh Jein  Operators* Ass’n of 
Ohio ‘et al., Columbus, O., vs. B. & O. 
et al. Coal. No. 9137; p. 677. 

Platts, Charles, vs. N. Y. N. H. & H. 
et al. and No. 8192, Oyster Growers’ 
and Dealers’ Ass’n. ‘of North America 
vs. B. & O.. et al. Petition for re- 
hearing; p. 368. 

Port Huron & Duluth S. 8S. Co. vs. P. 
R. R. et al. Application by Grand 
Trunk for readjustment of through 
rate. No. 7818; p.. 781. 

Portage Silica Co., Phalanx, O., vs. 
Brie R. R. et ak Sand. No. 9320; 


p. 1214. 

Portland Traffic and Transportation 
Ass'n, and Mitchell, ge Staver 

Bn ., Spokane, Wash., Cc, RB. Rs ag 

Ry. ‘et al. Sleighs’ No. 8959; 

portinna (Ore.) Traffic and Meseor: 
tation Ass'n. et al. vs. Boston & Maine 
R. R. et al. Class rates. No. 9189; 
p. 754. 

Portland (Ore.) Traffic and Transpor- 
tation Ass’m vs. Southern Pacific. 
Class rates. No, 9294; p. 1104 

Portland (Ore.) bg —e a ge ae] 
tation Ass’n. vs. C. & St. P. et al. 
Nuts. No, 9352; p. 1344. 

Portland (Ore.) Traffic and Transpor- 
tation Ass’n and Pacific Stoneware 
Co. vs. C. M..& St. P. et al. Flower 
pots. No. 9451; p. 1344 

Powell Coal Co, Chicago, vs. C. M. & 
St. P.-et al. ‘Coal. No. 9120; p. 609. 

Powell River Co, Powell River, B. C., vs. 
Michigan Central et al. Sulphate 
alumina. No. 9061; p. 3689 

Proceeding of inquiry, initiated by Com- 
mission, respectin application of 
Charleston & Norfolk 8S. 8S, Co. for 
proportional rates. No. 9224; p. 834. 

Procter & Gamble Co., Cincinnati, O., 
vs. Southern Ry. et al. Cottonseed 
oil. No. 9158; p. ‘4 

Procter & Gamble Distributing Co. et 
al., Ivorydale, O., vs. Alabama Central 
et al. Soaps. No. 9297; p. 1104. 

Procter & Gamble Mfg. 0., Kansas 
ay, Mo., and Cincinnati, O., vs. A. 

& S. . bg et al. Soap stock. 
No 9145; 


678 
Prudentiai Oi Corporation, New York, 
vs. M. & M. T. —" et al. Fullers’ 
earth. No. 9100; 569. 


Perdue, * B. & O. 
No. 


Purit wl Cream Ko. et al. Tulsa, 
Ok A. T. & S. F. et al. Salt. 
No 9814: p. 781. 

Denver, Colo., vs. C. 


Radinsky,  @ D. 
B. & Q. et al. Rags. No. 8989; p. 142. 
Radinsky, A. D., et al., Denver, Colo., 
vs. C. & N. Ry. Junk. No. 9124;-p. 


609. 

Railroad Commission of La. vs. Aransas 
Harbor Terminal Ry. Petition for 
specific order. No. 8418; p. 677. 

Rankin & Co. M. G., Milwaukee, Wis., 

. Ww. Ry. et al. Grains. No. 


Med a2. 
Rapier i Feed Co., Owensboro, Ky., 
as 2 N; Molasses. No. 9358; p. 


Rapson Coal Mining Co., Colorado 
prings, Colo., yo = & Sou. et al. 


Coal. No. 9005; 
Rawson, J. C., Millbank, Ss. D., vs. C. 
Co. & St. L. R. R. et al Coal. No. 


9227; 
Richmond, ore., Oil Co. vs. A. C. L. et 
al. Petroleum. No. 9281; p. 991. 
Richwood Lumber Co., Rocky Comfort, 
Mo., vs. St. L. & S: F. et al. Sand. 
No. 9282; p. 991. 


Rio Grande Lumber Co., Salt Lake City, 


vs. Oregon Short Line et al. Switch- 


ing. No. 9269; p . 
Rosenwald & Co., T., New York, vs. C. 
M. & St. P. et al. Hops. No. 9217; 


p. 781. 







































D., et al, vs. Southern Pacific et 
Ask for reopening. No. 8616; De 


713. 
Rounds Rapid Transit Co. Owensboro, » 
y>, vs. Evansville Rys. Go. and Cres 
SSen: eg t yee Co. Tickets. 
> Pp. 2. 
Roylance Oo, Wm. A., Provo, Utah, vs. 
& R R. R. et al.’ Peaches. No. 


aes. 


Sie: D. Fie 
Rub-No-More Co., Fort Wayne, Ind., vs. 
B. & O. et al. Tallow. No. 9077; p. 


523. 

Rub-No- more Co,, Fort Wayne, Ind., vs. 
Cc. H. & D. Ry. et al. Cottonseed oil. 
No, 9091; p. 623. 


S. H. L. Lumber Co., Spokane, vs. D. ‘& 
R. G. et al. Cedar posts. No. _ 8637, 
Sub. No. 4; p. 568. 

ay Mountain Co., Chicago, vs. South- 

S. S. Co. et al. Shingles. No. 
9115; p. 570. 

Samson Hardware Co. et al., Fairbanks, 
Alaska, vs. Pacific & Arctic R. R. & 
ae Fe etal. Joint rates. No. 8976; 

Schwarz & “ee Benjamin, ney beh 

H, & S. A. et 


3 Ho 

3023, Sub. Nos. 20 to 26; p. ke 
Scudder’s Gale Grocer Co., 

Mo., vs. Southern et al. Keeut. tone 

9220; p. 781. 
Sharon Steel Group Co., “sharon, Pa., vs. 

Pennsylvania Co. et al. Spotting. No. 

9062; p. 401. 
Sharpless Co., P. E., Philadelphia, Pa., 

vs. Philadelphia, Baltimore & Wash- 


~~“ * . R. et al. Milk. No.> 8986; 
shelt Mfg. Co., Hen » Ene 
B. & O. Lum Be Fo Page 


Showers Bros. Co. et al. of Indiana 
points vs. Ann Arbor R. R. et al. 
Furniture. No. 8974; p. 102. 

Smith & Sons Carpet Co., a ag op 
Yonkers, N. Y., vs. Boston & a ny 
R. R. et al. Mohair. No. 9043; 

Soble Lumber Co., John J., Roohesbar: 

y aye Southern et al. Lumber. ~ 
No. 9222; 782. 

Sondheimer Ye _ B., et “, 
Tenn., 7 t. L. I. M. &S 
No. 9132; 643. 

South Texas Lumber oss Onalaska, 
Tex., vs. M. K. & T. Ry. of Texas et 
al. Lumber. No. 9205; p. 834. 

Southern Can’ Co., Baltimore, Md., vs. 
apple ag et al. Tin cans. No. 

p 

Southern Engineering & /Construction 
Co., Dallas, vs. St. Louis-San Fran- 
cisco et al. Rails and fastenings. No, 
9360; p. 13898. 


Southern Pine Lumber Co., Montgomery, 
Ala., vs. A. C. L. et al. "Lumber. No. 
8969: p. 102. 

Spahn & Rose Lumber Co., Jesu th 6. 
vs. lL. & N. et al. Coal. No. 9236; p 


834. 

Standard Oil Co., Louisville, Ky., vs. 
Yazoo & Mississippi Valley Ry. et al. 
Oil. No. 9051; p. 368. 

Standard Oil Co. of manineey. vs. New 
York Central. Oil. No. 9199; p. =. 

eon hg Co., Louisville, ye vs. Y 
& et al. Petroleum fuel oli. 
No. eat p. 928. 

State of Iowa ex rel. & O. et al. 
Asphalt. No. 9074; 5: OS. 

State of Iowa ex rel. al Wabash et al. 
Paints. No. 9075, Sub. No. 1; p. 623. 

State of Ohio ex rel. vs. Wabash et al. 
Cc. & C. rates. No. 9075; p. 523. 

Steagall & ee ae et al., Montgomery, 
Ala., vs. L, & N. eed et al. Horses 

No. 8985; 142 

New York Cuty, vs. South- 


Hops. No. 9023, 

Sub. No. 47; p. 1102. 
Stewart Iron Co., Sharon, Pa., vs. Pa. 
Co. et al. Spotting and switching. 


No. 8953; p. ey 
Stonega Coal & Coke Co. vs. L. & N. 
Petition Fig supplemental 


, Mesanae 
Lumber. 


and mules. 
Steiner, S. S., 
ern Pacific et al. 


R. R, et al. 
order. No. rye p. 
Stonega Coal & Coke Co. et al. vs. L, & * 


N. hrough routes. No. 9253; Be 928, 

Strasburg Steam Flouring Mills, tras- 
burg, Va., Sy Southern Ry. Wheat. 
No. 9345; 1288. 


Studebaker Borpotadton of America, De- 
troit, Mich., vs. Southern et al. Auto- 
mobiles. No. 9219; p. 1, 

Sunday Creek Coa] Co., Columbus. oO. 
vs. un bm R. R. et al. 

No, 9117; 09. 

Sunderland Boos. Co., Omaha, ‘3 
= T. & S. F. et al. Brick. No. 9 


299. : 
Sunderland Bros. Co., Omaha, Neb., 43 
C. B. & Q. Coal. No. 9118; p. 
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Charcoal Iron Co., Grand 
, F pages vs. Munising M. & 8S. E. 
iron, No. 9324; 
sek,” : rtland, 
Southern Pacific et al. Hops. 
9023, Sub. No. 40; p. 1046, 
— & Co., Chicago, vs. Boe 2 R. R. Co. 
Repara ation. No. 8954; p. 54, 

Swift & Co., Chicago, ni.” vs. Union Pa- 
cific et al. Packing house products. 
No. 8996; p. 142. 

Swift & Co., Chicago, Ill, vs. B. 
8S. W. et al. Coal. - ‘9054; 

Swift hy €o., Face ym, The P. 
L. et al. Meat 0. 9056; 

switt” & Co., Chicago, II1., 
i ye wah et al. Meats. No. 9055, Sub. 


No. 1; p. 368. 

Swift & Co., Chicago, vs. C. C. C. & St. 
L. Peddier cars. o. 9193; p. 781. 
Swift & Co., Chicago, vs. B. & O. et al. 

Meats. No. 9343; p. 1216, 

Temco Blec, Motor Co., Leipsic, Ohio, 
vs. B. & O. et al. Coiled springs. No. 
9088; p. 523. 

Terhune Lumber Co., 
vs. Gulf & Ship Island et al. 
No. 9216; p. 781. 

by has. Lumber Co., Pittsburgh, Pa., 

. RL & P. et al pane No. 
3216, Sub. Nos. 1 to 3; 781. 

Texas Export & pat Bo. . Galveston, 

vs. Abilene as et al. Cotton- 
No, 9212; um 


se ray 781. 

Tol Q., Produce Rushange vs. oe 
No. 9081; p. 523. 

Louisville, Ky., vs. 


“aplds 


et al. 


P Norfolk & 


Pittsburgh, Pa., 
Lumber. 


©. et al. Grain. 
Tones, P. A., et al, 
Southern hy. et al. Whisky. No. 
9230; p 834. 
Traffic ureau of Nashville vs. L. & N. 
al. oe and commodity rates. 
No. 9018; 225. 
Tranac~ntinental Freight Co., Chicago, 
R. R. et al. Machinery. 
No. Sora: >. Son 
Transportat on Bureau of the Seattle 
Chamber of Commerce and Traffic and 
Transportation Bureau of the Tacoma 
Commercial Club and Chamber of 
Commerce vs. Northern Pacific et al. 
Salt. No, 8963; p. 101 
- Ullman & Co., Carl, New York City, vs. 
Southern Pacific et al. Reparation. 
No. 9023, Sub. No, 49; p. 11 
Uliman & Co., Carl, vs. A. T. ‘& 8S. F. 
et al. Hops. No. 9043, Sub. No. 37; p. 


Union Hay Co., Minneapolis, vs. C. St. 
A as & O. et al. Hay. No. 9064; p. 
Union Petroleum Co., Chica; 
& Brazos VaHey . 

H 678, 
lington, Tex., 


, Il, vs. 
R. et 


it Marketing Co., 
ba Louis, Brownsville & Mexico 


Ry. et al. Refrigeration. No. 9183; 


p. 754. 
utiversal Iron f one supply Co., St. Louis, 
vs. C. H. & D Iron tank. No. 


3302; p. 1104. 
ba = Creek Cotton Mills Co., Cincin- 
atl, vs. Western of Alabama. e t al. 


Cotton fabrics. No. 9065; 402. 
‘alley Smokeless Coal Co. % P deal — 
0., 


Co. and the apeere Coal 
en, ats hl ae vs. ia’ R. R, Co. et al. 
Coal. No. +p 56 

Visginin-Carelina’ hemical Co., Rich- 
mond, Va., Wisp 14a Co. Bone 
meal. No, 8983; p. 142. 


Vulcanite Portland cys Co, and the 
Whitehall Cement Mtg. Co., Philadel- 
phis. Pa., vs. Central R. R. of New 
oo et al. Cement. No. 9095; p. 


Waddell-Williams Lbr. Oo, 
Morgan’s L. & T 
Application "tes "re- 


io works, Inc., New York, vs. 
Co. — ‘package freight. 


Ward Fruit Bo Minot, N. D., vs. ‘North- 
ern Pacific et al. Fruit. No. 9211; p. 


781. 
Ward hamber < Co., Lynchburg, Va., vs. 


R. 
No. 9279; 


Miss. Cent et al. Lumber. No. 
9338; p. 1216. 
ig “vs Fish Co. et al., Pensacola, Fila., 
8. In N. Fish: No. 9257; p. 928. 
Watters- ‘ong Lbr. oe, o Birmingham, 
Ala., vs. C. N. O. . Ry. et al. 
Lumber. No, 9123; p. 


Were Oil Works vs. P< OES R, 
Petroleum oil. No. 9209; p. 928. 
Webster, N. A., Texarkana, Ark., vs. 
Oo. & N. B. Ry. et al. Lumber. 
No. 9138; M4 ag 


. F., Hico, Tex., vs. M. 
Grain. No. 


Weisse & Co., Ghee, 8.,.She' Falls, 
wrt vs. C. 4¥ WwW Boren loathe 


No. 280 
West Virelnka in Rail Co., Hunti on, W. 
Va., vs. P. C. C. & St. 1 et al. 


Steel rails No. oo 
Western Pine Mf, § BN vs. D. 
& R. G et al. 


“~ “shooks. No. 8637, 
Sub. No. 3; p. 141 


Weeters pomevers Co., Monmouth, LL, 
Cc. & Q. et al. "Stoneware. No. 
9138; fhe 754. 

Wheeiing, W. Va., Corrugating Co. vs. 
soa Dona Co. et al. Heaters. No. 

Whiteville Lumber Co., Goldboro, N. T., 
vs. N. Y. P. & N. et al.’ Lumber. No. 

8897, Sub. No. 2; p 299, 

Whittaker, Norman T., New York City, 
‘ys. Pullman Co. Pullman fare. No. 
8999; p. 142. 

Whittaker, Norman T., vs. The Pullman 
A Chair. No, 8999, Sub. No. 1; p. 


woe, Kan., Traffic Bureau vs. A. T. 
& Ss. F. et ‘al. Brooms. No. 9029; p 


99. 

Wichita Traffic Bureau, Wichita, Kan., 
vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Newsprint 
paper. No. 9259; p. 928, 

Wichita Whse. Furn, Co, vs. A. T. & 
8. F. et al. Furniture. No.- 9068; p. 


402. 
Wichita, Kan., Wholesale Furniture Co. 
- i Ss. F. et al. Furniture. 


ot 
T., New York City, 


Willams A ioe 
& O. et ai Lumber. No. 9140; 
M. & St. 
. 781. 


8 Ti. 
Wilson & oe Chicago, e, 
Co. et al. 


P et al. _ hos 9192 
Wise, Otto Irving, v > 

ae properties. Now 9336; p. 
Wolf, Netter & Co., San Francisco, vs. 

Southern recite. Hops. No. 43323 


Sub. No. 2; 
Wolworth, B. J., Kearney, Neb., vs. 
neal. 


Union Pacific ” al. Alfalfa 


Teg 


No. 8968; p. 

Wood & Sons, N » Middletown, N. Y., 
vs. Drie R. R. be. et al. Coal. No. 
9002; p. 142. 


Woodbury Granite Co., Hardwick, Vt., 
vs. St. arp ag & Lake Cham eT 
et al. Building granite. No, 9105; 


569. 
Worcester, Mass., Brewing seed 
California Traction Co. et al. 
. 9023, Sub. No. 39; p. 1046. 
, Shovel Works vs. Dela- 
rat et al No. 


ge ine, if A. P., New York City, 
. R. Ro 


8964; 
Youngb 
vs, 


D. obi. 
zainiensr ee 


o de Flour. No. .9285; 


apply Co., W. A., St. sg 
Great Northern R. 
‘ oO. ie p. 299, 


Zelnicker Supply Co., , St. Louis, 
Mo., vs. C. pas. Q: *Pank cars. 


No. 9087; 

Zelnicker Supply Co., W. St. Louis, 
Mo., vs. Tex. & Ft. Siniti, Ry. et al. 
Tank cars. No. 9141; ratte 

Zelnicker Supply S a alter A., St. 
Louis, vs. et al. Steel 
piling. No. 9301; 7 1104. 


3 veges 2 Mi 





Conference rulin idle West 


Coal Co. vs. al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p, 1242. 
Congress and the railways; eg of 
Railway Business oy ge ‘ee 
Connolly, Wm.; death of; pp. 130 £388. 
Contractors’ outfits, etc.; : Bartlett-Hay- 
ward Co. vs. B. & O. et al.; see de- 


cisions of I. C. C.; -p. 126. 
Copper; Tennessee Copper Co. vs. South- 


ern Ry. et al.; see decisions of I. C, C.; 
$45. 

Corn; McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. Great 

Northern; see decisions of IL Cc. C.; p. 


533. 
Corn, shelled; rules of Dept. of Agricul- 


ture; p. 1378. 
Corn and products; Sioux City a 
Bureau et al. vs. C 


on Club Traffic 
Rg et al.; see decisions of I. c C.; p. 


1120 
Cotton factory products; I. and S. 
justification for advances; pp. 704, 738, 
— piece goods, etc.; Riverside "Mills 
A. & 8S. Steamboat Co. et al.; see 
Gecizions of I. C.; p. 361. 
Cotton piece ods tates in C, 
—r report in I. and 8, 
Cotton piece wzeles ioe 2 maporess & 


H. et al.; 
cotton piece x from Niw 4 
points; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 246. 


FR, A.; 
870; p. 






















rasteecend oil, ete.; 

A. & S. et al.; -) ee or a Gr C.; 

coutter, U, a: article on claim preven- 

vs eS AG f. a. Pacific S. S. 
Co.; 1205. “4 = 

Cuba: siiaagahel regulations; 710. 

Cummins amendment: pp. tis, 316, 510, 
695, .786, 807, 834, 1079. 

Daniels, Commissioner; pg to Toledo 
Transportation Club; p. 1083. 

Daniels, W. M.; reappo met as Com- 
missioner; pp. 1274, 1355, 1384 

Davant, J. 8., says Memphis Freight Bu- 
reau is for federal control; p. 699. 

_— Gan’ routing and misrouting; Ppp. 

Davis, Ralph, vs. Southern keg vei a 
cision of federal court that. de 
from published rate is tonbidden, Pp aot. 

Decisions of Commission; length if ti tim 
required to complete a "case; p. 152. 


oes OF INTERSTATE COM-. 
MERCE COMMISSION. " 


Decisions under the above caption are 
indexed by title where there is a com- 
plainant.. Where there Is none they are 
indexed by the commodity or subject 
sagen Bi he —_ a also indexed 

e er method in the ular al- 
phabetical list.) i 


Acosta, St. Elmo W., vs. Merchants’ & 
Miners’ Transportation Co,; case 8057 
(41 - C., 376-378). Defendant’s 
regulations and _ practices governing 
deliveries of traffic at its terminals in 
Jacksonville, Fla., not shown to be 
unreasonable. Complaint dismissed. 
Nov. 4, p. ee 
I. 


G., "Ea6- 686). 
- Advance Sc ceieee Co. vs. 


C. et al.; case 8482 
tay! 9 ~ Pe <3 


case 7951; lumber sv L S. %, 4eh-380)° 
Nov. 4, p. 894. 

Advance’ mber & A. 
et al.; case 7607 tio i oe " g2- ~83). 
ane 15, p. 125. 
28tna Ex] losive Co. vs. _ & li & 

t al.; case ve ot aes “¢., 667- 


ons 
p & Condenser Co. vs. 
case 7113 (40 


5 » 105-508). July 3 D. a 
American’ Beet Sugar Co. s. 8. 

P. et al.; case 8861. a1 cc, esi. 

639). (1) Rate of 85 cents per 100 


pounds, minimum 36,000 pounds, on 
sugar from producing pelnns in Cali- 
fornia to Texas common ints, not 
found unreasonable in itself. (2 "Such 
rate, compared with a rate of 44 cents 
100 pounds, minimum 24,000 
on sugar from producing 
points in Louisiana to Texas cones 
ints, found unduly prejudi for 


e reason and to the extent Cee the 
carload minimum is higher from Cali- 
fornia than from Louisiana, and be- 


carloads ga 
while the California rate does not. (3) 
Case held open for the purpose of en- 
abling defendants to readjust the car- 
load minimum and mixed carload pro- 
visions of their tariffs in senteray 
with the views 3 ressed in the re- 


os — z* ange Ss 
R. & ear ai. 


R. 
case ~ sg (42 L.c,.¢C., Si ocd0y Se 9, 


E} 
American Creosote Works; case 8254 
G1 I. C. C., 761-752). Dec. 16; p. 


American Woods ee South- 
bry et al.; case 7203 (40 I. C. C., 63- 
(1) ‘Rate of 23 Caer “per 100 
seuialis charged for the transportation 
of two carloads of lumber from 
reg he ig N. C., to Jersey City, N. 
, found unlawful to the extent that 

ie exceeded 22% cents. Reparation 
awarded. (2) A corte shipment of 
lumber from Elkin, N, ee New 
York, N. Y., found to have been mis- 
routed. Reparation awarded. (3) 
— carload shipments of lumber 
ar ee oints in North Carolina to Jer- 

ee and Newark, N. J., New 


‘ 


York an Brooklyn, N. Y., and New 
Haven, Conn., found not misrouted. 
July 8, p. hs 

Anderson-Tull 


y Co. t al; 
case yd (39 I. C, a Aish rae.” July 


Pp. 
Arizona Corporation Commission vs. a 


T. & S. F. et al.; case 5422; see - 











I a ht 





cifle Creamery Co. vs. S&S. P. et al.; 

Dec. 16; p. 
Armour rein” Co. vs. Atich. Cent, et 
al.; case 8462 (42 I. C. C., 37-38). Dec. 
Foe. p. ll oo 


vs. C. & N. W. 
case oni % I, C. C., 609-610). Aug. 


12, p. 383. 

Ashtabula-Port Maitland car ferry 
service; case 8898 (40 I. C. C., 143- 
145).. Upon application of the Michi- 
gan Central R. Co. under the pro- 
visions of Section 5 of the Act to 
regulate commerce, as amended by 
the: Panama Canal act, to institute a 
boat-line service between Ashtabula. 
cain. a south bank port on Lake Erie, 

"Port Maitland, Ontario, a north 
bask port on said lake, in which said 
pewucner will have an interest; Held: 
(1) That by reason of the interown- 
ership of stock existing between the 
several railroads here feveteed, which 
furnish an all-rail route between the 
ports mentioned via which joint 
through rates are applicable, it is 
possible for the petitioner as a party 
to such through routes to com 
with the proposed boat line in which 
it will have an interest within the 
meaning of the act. (2) Upon the 
facts of record the proposed boat-line 
service will be in the public interest 
and of advantage to the convenience 
and commerce of the people and will 
neither exclude, prevent, nor reduce 
competition on the route by water 
under ar a igi if properly op- 

erated. July 8, p. 

Associated Railways "osacibicaatiias ae 
ss rons: I. & 8. 809 (41 I. C. C., 

y § Fy, oor cancellation of ra 9 
nt of Note 4 to Svwuthern Classifi- 
cation containing exceptions of the 
associated railways to that  erweirt 
tion, found justified. Dec. PP 1170. 

Atlantic Ice = Coal Co ation * 
Cc. N, O. & T. P.; ones, tyes (SF 
C., 409-410). Nov. 4, p. 897 

Augusta Veneer a vs. Southern et al.; 
case 7794 (41 I. C. C., 414-418). Upon 
complaint that the rates charged by 
defendants for the transportation of 
veneering or thin native wood lumber 
from Augusta, Ga., to eastern. and 
western destinations, were in excess 
of the rates legally applicable and un- 
reasonable; Held, That the specific 
commodity rates published Ln ee 
on thin lumber were legally applicable, 
and that such rates are not s roa to 
have been or to be anreasenabie. 
Complaint dismissed. ong > . 898. 

Baer Bros. Mercantile Co. - & 8. 
Ne Fe Sher ak. ae (4 1 ‘G. C., 427- 

ad an a mber or vs. N. Y. 

. et al.; case al (41 I. C..C., 729- 
731). Dec. = 1243. 
Southern; gone 

Dec, 2, p. 


Balfour aor vs. 
HH (11 ai Ci, " 610-612). 

Beoerest, Pee get & Sons Co. vs. x. 

et al.; os Ba, pane 
piece LB from New En d points; 
S. 789 (40 I. C. 5 411-417). 
(i) Present rates on cotton piece 
ng in bales from producing nts 
New England to Rockfo and 
Kentmere, Del., not found to be un- 
reasonable; the latter points, however, 
are subjected to undue prejudice and 
disadvantage. and Philadelphia and 
Eddystone, Pa., and Millville, N. J., 
are unduly preferred by the rates on 
this commodity. (2) Proposed in- 
creased rates on cotton piece goods 
from producing points in New Eng- 
land to certain points in the middle 
Atlantic states not justified in full. 
July 29, p. 246. . 

Bartlett- Hayward y vs. B. & O. et al.; 
case 7161 (40 ©. C..-ibiq 156). 
Charges baila by defendants for 
pos transportation of various carload 

ipments of structural steel, lumber 
jams § contractors’ outfits from Balti- 
are, Md., Grayland, Ill, found 
unlawful to the extent that they ex- 
ceeded the charges that would have 
accrued at the flat rates applicable to 
the respective shipments from Balti- 
more to Chicago, Ill. Cheraes col- 
lected on contractors’ outfits from 
Grayland to -Baltimore in excess of 
charges accruing at the flat Chicago 
to Baltimore rate which would have 
been accorded other users of the 
Knickerbocker Ice Co. private indus- 
try ae. found unjus discrimina- 
hat od aration awarded. July 15, 


et ‘al.; 


sea) as Sas 
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os & Co. et al, vs. Oregon- Washi 
n R. Pg) weg Co. et al.; case 80 072 
ae I. C. C., 627-628). Dec. "2, p. 1124, 
Beaver Valley Milling Co. 1, 
T. & 8S. t al; case 7809 (41 I. C. 
C., 533- 59). “5 Rates on wheat and 
coarse grain from points in South Da- 
kota to Des Moines, Iowa, found un- 
just and unreasonable and defendants 
given until Feb. 1, 1917, to propose 
tariffs to remedy the situation. (2) 
The proportional rate of 8 cents on 
wheat and 7 cents on coarse grain 
from. Des Moines to Kansas City Mo., 
on shipments destined beyond to 
Oints in sas, Oklahoma and 
exas not found unreasonable or un- 
justly discriminatory except as re- 
gards territory intermediate to Omaha 
and Des Moines, as to which a re- 
adjustment is required. (3) Ra*es on 
grain from Des Moipes to poiuts in 
northeastern Missouri and nearby 
points in Illinois on the Wabash R. R., 
the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Ry. 
and the Chicago & Alton R. R. found 
unduly prejudicial to Des Moines and 
to accord undue preference to Omaha, 
Neb. Defendants required to remove 
this discrimination. Dec. 9; p. 1166. 
Beckman-Dawson Co. vs. C. G. W. et 
al.; case 8485 —— I. C..C., 388-334). 
Dec. 30, p. 1363 
Beebe & Runyan Furniture Co. Vg Cc. 
B. & Q. et al.; case 8302 (41 I. C. C., 
464). Nov. 4, D. 902. 
Beer packages, second hand, from Ari- 
zona; I. and 802. Dec. 16; p. 


250, 

Bell- Rogers Produce Co. vs. A, C. L. 
et al.; case 8362; parts of Fourth Sec- 
tion. 2, A pprgacions 708 and 1680 (41 I. 

387-388). (1) Rate charged for 
the” transportation of a carload of 
oranges from Plant City, Fla., to Alex- 
ander City, Ala., foun "to have been 
and to be unreasonable. Reasonable 
maximum rate prescribed for the 
future and reparation awarded. (2) 
Defendants’ fourth section applica- 
tions, in so far as by them authority 
is sought to continue lower rates on 
oranges from Plant City, Fla., to Bir- 
ae am, Ala., than to Alexander 

and gar ——— 

polets: denied. Nov. 8" 

Benjamin Electric Mie. 0. ~ A, 
& §. F. et al.; gaee 7812 (40 I. C. é. 
399-401). July 2 2, p. 207, 

pears ra er Malleable Foundry Co. 

. & St. L. et al.; case 8393 


Cc. 
tas I, ha " 21-22). Dec. 9, 1183, 
Serr poe oc, Coke Co. vs. C. R. L. & 
t al.; case 8356 (40 I. C, C., 175- 
Tis), July 15, p. 180. 


Birmingham, Freight Bureau of a] 
chants’ and Manufacturers’ Assn. of 
vs. A. B. & A. et al; case 8544; Foss, 
tions 6 4th sect. aps. 972, 461, rag 
708, 1630, a 769, 2173, 603, 

1648 8, (a2 IL Cc. C., 161- 162). Bec. “ty 

Bias. lines; steamer lines from Norfolk 
to Baltimore, New York and Rich- 
mond; cane 6566, 6580, 6690, 6601, 
6602 (41 I. C. C., 255- 296). Upon ap- 
 poeeege! of ae Southern Ry. Co., the 

Chesapeake & Ohio Ry. Co., the Nor- 
folk & Western Ry. Co., the Seaboard 
Air — Pd and the Atlantic Coast 
Line Co. under the provisions 

rig Pi "6 of the Act to Regulate 
Saaren as amended by Section 11 
ot the Panama Canal Act, for an ex- 
tension of time beyond July 1, 1914, 
during which operation of the Old Do- 
minion 8. S. Co., the Virginia Nav 
tion Co., the Chesapeake 8s. 8. 0., 
and the Baltimore Steam Packet Co. 
might be continued by such of -said 
applicants as own or have an interest 
therein; Held: (1) The applicants may 
and do compete with the steamer 
lines which aney. own or have an in- 
terest in. (2) The present operation 
of the steamer lines is in the interest 
of the public and of advantage to the 
commerce and convenience of the 

- people; the continued operation of the 
Old Dominion S. S.°Co. and the Vir- 


nia Navigation Co. by the Southern 
y. Co., the Atlantic Coast Line fo 
R. Co., the Chesapeake & Ohio R 


Co. and the Seaboard Air Line Ry: 
of the Chesapeake S. S. Co. by the 
first-named two applicants; and of 
the Baltimore Steam Packet Co. by 
the last-named applicant will batther 
exclude, prevent, nor uce competi- 
tion on the routes by water under 
consideration; and their _foeteunens 
should be granted. (3) The facts of 


i 





ee eee 





the continued o the 
Dominion 8S. 8, 
Navigation Co. by the 

Western Ry. Co. will neither exclude, 
prevent, nor reduce competition on 
the route by water under coeeee- 
tion; and its application should be 
denied. All the. rates, fares, schedules 
and regulations applicable to the 
movement by the steamship companies 
of traffic subject to the Act must be 
filed with the Commission and 

as required by the Act to regulate 
commerce’ and the rules and Ms “ar 
tions of.athe Commission, Sept p. 


record do not penton: ar kan 


534. _ 
Boat lines; 


ge p. q 
a nes; see Boston & Mai boat 
gy p. 269. z on 4 
nes; see Maine boa’ 
lines, p. 245. Come ? 


see Delaware & dson 
boat lines, p. 216 = 

Boekeler _— re vs. 
8g (42 I. C. C., 41- aay 


Boldt, Chas., Co., & O. et al; 

case 8615 (42 1 Oo ik -176). Dee. 
, Pp. 

Boston i ‘Siaine boat lines; case 6835 
(40 I. C. C., 565-568). The Boston & 
Maine R. R., to the extent shown in 
the report, does or may compete with 
its steamers on Lake Winnepesau- 
kee and Lake Memphremagog w wi 

. the meaning of the act. But wu 
the showing made it is Held: T t 
the water services in question are 
erated in the interest of the public, 
are of advantage to the convenience 
and commerce of the people, and their 
continued operation will neither ex- 
clude, prevent, nor reduce competi- 


. & A.; case 
Deo 16 ; P. 


oe = should be permitted. July 
yd, C. R., vs. & N. et als case 
79a Ua a oe 535- — Aug. 5, 
Bristol Door & Lumb Southern 
et al; ; as 77 40 I I, - 
gt al; case 05 ( are "0. 69 70). 
Brown, w. Harry, Vandal $ 
case 8251 (41 1. C. C, 817-88 s200, Ry 


charged by defendants for th 

portation of coal in 8 Sean tee 

north switch connection of complain- 
Alicia mine, nor 


ant’s track at 
with eetenton’ 
s track t 


pron ge ~ 

n 

> bula Harbor * Cleveland, Toledo vers 
Youngstown, Magy and Chicago 
Hast St. Louis, Ill, found 
prejudicial to the extent that 
exceed the rates contemporan 
charged by defendants for the t 
aj een of like shipments from he 
ridgeport mine of the H. C. Frick 
Coke Co. to the same desti le 
Discrimination ordered removed, 

21, p. 798. 

—. oO. M., t al. South 
et a cane, 1948 1 C. 6, 5 
Aug. 5 318. ( - tS. 

Burlington Sand & Gravel Co. vs. C. M. 
& St. it~ yc cone, SFE <0. & Cc. C., 
90-92). July 1 . Pp. 21, 

Business Men’s League of St. Louis vs. 
A. 'T. & S. F. et al.; case 8083 (41 I. 
C. C., 503-504). An: adjustment of 
fares as between St. uis or Keokuk 
and Illinois destinations, or generall 
within Illinois, which would perm 
the defeat of lawfully established 
fares through the purchase of tickets 
upon combination fares lower in the 
aggregate than those lawfully ontabee” 
lished, will continue the undue preju- 
dice to St. Louis and Keokuk and 
continue the illegal Liga” on inter- 
state cane gh Fa apd 

sa fey: ¥ divisions: I. and 
8S. 11 (41 C., 36-38). Petition 
for Dilation” to make interline set- 


tlements on the basis of the milling-in- . 


transit arrangements in effect prior 
to May 1, 1912, denied, and the com- 
plaint dismissed, the other 
presented by it ‘havin 
of fn the cases cit 
Aug. 12, p. 388. 2 
Byrd- Matthews Lumber Co. et 
G. & et al.; case 8196 a7 
GC 16 421). Present adj 
of rates on lumber 4 a 
Ohio, and other Ohio Ri 







from Helen, Ga., and from in North ; 


N. C., and certain other points in 
a on the lines t South 
Ry. Co., found unduly prejudicial to 


x Central Vermont Boat |. 


~ 


been in Ly me 
in the pe ’ Ae 
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Helen, @ reasonable relationship bse ae ag & Norfolk S. sf vs. C. ceed $3.25 r car on traffic handled 
rasan nl Suly 8, p. 82. & O. al.; case 8081 Wh %; oe sp over the Palmerton branch of the 
Cairo Milling Co. vs. M. & et al.; 382-386). Upon complaint under sub- Chestnut Ridge Ry. and “bpd ons car 
case 8168 (40 I. C. C., 0 G2)- * July 1, division (c) of Section 6, as amended on traffic handled over the n line. 





A * age Panama Canal Act of Aug. 24, 


praying the establishment of 


20. . 19, p. 434. 
Carrier Lumber & Manufacturing Co. Clay from Florida; I. and 8S. 757 (40 L. 






































vs. I. C. et al.; case 8071; lumber (41 maximum proportional rates by rail C. C., 275-279). ) Proposed incr 
I. Cc. C., 382- 383). Nov. 4, p. 894. from Ohio River crossings to the port all-rail and rail-water-and-rail car- 

Cameron, Wm., & Co., Inc. et al, vs. A. of Norfolk, Va., for use in connection load rates on kaolin clay from Hdgar 
& 8. et al.; “ease 8478; fourth section with rates of complaint by the boat and Okahumpka; Fla., to points ~ 
ap. 1575 (4 i. Cc C., 521-525). (1) line which it > ata bg bh from Central Freight ‘Association territ 
Rate of 72 cents per 100 pounds main- Baltimore, Md Norfolk to and certain ara in Pennsyl 
tained by defendan ae for the trans- Charleston, Ss. C.; Held: (1) The Com- and West Virginia, found justified. 
portation of lumber and lumber mission acts only by virtue of powers Orders of weapon thereof vacated. 
products in carloads from north Pa- conferred by the Congress. The power July 15. p. 
cific coast points to Austigy and Waco, invoked to establish maximum p: r- Clay; see Kentucky and Tennessee clay; 
Tex., found to be unreasonable and tional rates is confined to rates “‘which Pp. 
unduly prejudicial. Rate of 63% cents apply only to traffic which has "pean Coal, advances on, within Chicago 
prescribed as a just and reasonable brought to the port or is carried from switching district; I. and S. 196 (41 
maximum rate for the future. Repara- the port by a common carrier by I. C. C., 302-308). In the original re- 
tion awarded. (2) No fourth section water.”’ (2) The complainant has port in this proceeding we held that 
violation shown to exist under the never acquired or operated any ves- the respondents had not justified pro- 
application set for nee in this sel, transportation or terminal facil- posed increased rates on coal and 
proceeding. Dec. ity, or equipment; does not carry coke from mines in various states to 

Castner, Curran & Buhitt ‘h Inc., vs. P. property, does not hold itself out to points on the line of the Chicago, Mil- 
Co.; case 8326 (42 I. C. c., 3-5). De- carry property and does not propose to waukee & St. Paul Railway in Chicago. 
fendant’s demurrage rules applicable carry property unless and until the we EO. Co ek e@ ca amed 
at Sandusky, Ohio, on carloads of lake Commission — establish proportional performs only a terminal s ce in - 
cargo coal made no provision for the rates by rail to Norfolk which-do not Chicago on this traffic. It now 
cancellation of charges which had ac- exceed the limits indicated by com- that we fix the division which it may 
crued by reason of weather interfer- plainant. It is therefore not a com- receive out of the through rate. Held: 
ence. Allegation that charges col- mon carrier by water within the That upon the whole situation the 
lected thereunder were unreasonable meaning of the sgn & provision Commission does not feel justified in 
and unjustly discriminatory not sus- invoked. Complaint dismissed. July ordering a basis of divisions different 
tained. Complaint dismissed. Dec. 9, 22, p. 203. from that now existing. Sept. 23, p. 
p. 1182, Chattanooga Implement & eer 654. 

Cavers-Sturtevant Co. vs. N. & be ing Co. et I > L. & N. case | Coal to Red Wing, Minn.; I and S. 629 
et al.; case 8056; shelled corn Xa 4 8147 (40 I. 146- =150).. ‘ay "Upon and 840, and Fourth Section applica- 
C. C., 378-379). Nov. 4, p. 894. oad record; i de eld eoaielieg ror nd ie 7 2 and 4 ae (41 I. Lane ie ae. 

n Texas points; I. and 8S. 785 (1) .T cago, waukee 

a L & C., 94-100). Respondent, the fendants to opply over otuer routes St. Paul Ry “Co. denied authority to 

Kansas City, OMexieo & Orient Ry. of the rates on pig iron from Ironaton maintain a rate on coal from Chicago 






and Milwaukee to Red Wing, Minn., 
lower than to intermediate ea 
(2) Chicago Great Western R. 

authorized to establish a proportional 






and Shelby, Ala., to Chattanooga and 
Rg SS Oe tad Boyce, Tenn., at present applicable 
in an 18%-cent rate on portland ce- over the Louisville & ge le and 


ment from. Ada. Okla., to the first Tennessee, Alabama & Georgia rail- 















nts on its line in Texas. It roads. (2) Reparation deni Peuenyt rate from Chicago and points taking 
Se patctwared in a 22% -cent rate upon one misrouted shipment shown the same rates, on biteneuncgs coal 
to the same points from Harry’s and of record. July 15, p. 125. in carloads, when originating at nts 
Eagle Ford, Tex., in connection with} Chattanooga Sewer Pipe & Fire Brick in Kentucky and West Virginia, to 5 
the Texas & Pacific and Fort Worth Co. vs. Southern, et al.; case 7541 (41 Red Wing, Minn., the same as the a 
& Denver City railways, the distance I. C. C., 406-408): (1) Rates on sewer rate maintained by the Chicago, Mil- 





waukee & St. Paul Ry. Co. from Mil- 


tte: ints being slightly pipe in carloads from Chattanooga, ; 
eta dere ade ty an waukee to Red Wing, and to main- - 


less than from Ada. Moved by an at- Tenn., to destinations in North Caro- 

















upon its intrastate lina found to subject complainant, its tain higher rates at intermediate 
aro ene tne interstate rates from traffic, and the city of Chattanooga to points between, but not: including, 
Ada were increased, and failing to undue prema and disadvantage in Alta Vista, Iowa, and Red Wing. (3) 
obtain the assent of the St, Louis & comparison with competitors shipping Orders of suspension yacated. Sept. 23, 
‘San Francisco R. R. to such in- between points in pe. ny — on p. 656. 
creases, the Kansas City, Mexico & ene Pm 4 hanes d ae “ Cosi: Indiana and Illinois coal; I. and 
collation of rates on Supvent from Ada Getermine what would be reasonable ee oe ~608). eee ’ 
on of rates o ncreased rates on bituminous 
to all. points on its-tine-in Texas. interstate rates. Nov. 4, p. ets pos in carloads from mines {n Tlli- #~* P 






inqui into the reasonableness Chattahoochie Lumber io Cc. 
af the proposed cancelation and of| 14. €t &L; case TOT (40 T oe sat: 
certain paceiente rates suggested at 542). Aug. 12, p. 383 = 
the hearing; Held: (1) That no evi- | Cheese Dealers’ Ass’n. So. vs. 
dence has introduced tending to - a) 7, Ng << 7987 (40 i ‘co p.* 
show that the proposed cancellation » DP. 
or the cemented Oeabatitute rates Cyeromne Lumber <2 7 ¥ a & x 
would be just or ronmenete. A bona $7) ot eis A ge “7 (4 . C., 86- 
respondent’s appreherision of reduc- ‘ . P. os ; 
tiene. in its interstate rates consti- | Chicago House Wrecking Co. vs. I. C. 


tutes no justification for canceling or | ee rey (41 I. C. C., 720-722). 
increasing interstate rates when the Ciiteewe ‘Wool Co. et al. vs. C. M. & St. 


nois and Indiana to points in Tllinois, 
Indiana, Wisconsin and Michigan 
found justified and orders of suspen- 
sion vacated. Aug. 5, p. 325. 
Coal rates from Oak’ Hills, Colo.; 
and §. 344 (0 L Cc. CG, rw 
Aug. 5, p. 317. 

Coal and coke from Bon Air. brs 
and other points; I. and S. 724 (40 I 
Cc. C., 180-184).- Over the protest of 
the Southern Ry. Co., but acting un- 



























propriety of the resulting increased P. et al.: case 6964 (40 1. G. G., 101 a its concurrence, the_ Nashville, 
esta! ; : +3 ee Sp x hattanooga & St. Louis Ry. reduced 

rates is not blished. July 1, pD 164). | Upon complaint that, the” rates rates a bittiminoug coal trom ~ 
é See Sf nh effect on waol; sc » WwW , ennessee mines to Southern sta- 
“ier phi osse pelt rerig total Ge7ste9), combed or brushed and wool comb- tions in Georgia and changed the re- 
Nov. 4, p. 903. ings and wool noiles from Chicago, lationship between said mines and the 
Central ‘vermont boat lines; case 6645 Tll., to points in Wisconsin, Minnesota Soutifern Tennessee’s mines. The 
(40 I. C. C., 589-593). Upon applica- and Iowa, which generally are any- Southern withdrew its concurrence in 
tion of the ‘Central Vermont Railway quantity rates governed by the West- such rates, necessitating their can- 





cellation. The resulting combination 

rates held not to have hea om o8 

but the Southern found to have justi , 
fied increased rates in the amounts b. 
of those in effect prior to the redtc- : 
tion referred to. July 8, p. 90. 





Go.. under Section 5 of the Act to ern Classification, are unreasonable 


and unjustly discriminatory: ‘Held: 
regulate commerce, ag amended Oy | ay Tt ete suestos 
for permission to continue existing showd be given lower rates and rat- 


ings when in carloads than when in 
sere bo Ag - rong in coo less than carloads, and the carriers 













’ will be expected to establish promptly] Coal Coaretare Trae Bureau of St. 

ee A Saliet serine See | the carload ratings proposed by them.| “‘Touis vs. B. S. W. et al.; case 
(1) That the petitioner may compete July 8, 79. 7649 (41 I. & oS 361-364). | Rate 

with the existing and the propodea| Christy & ‘Huggins Co. vs. N. C. charged for the transportation of bitu- 







-minous coal from Group 2 points in 
Tilinois to St. Louis, Mo., ag not to 
have been gg Si Ms = = 


&Ss8 
water lines. (2) That the existing L.; case 8031 (40 I. C. C., 745-746). 
service between New York and New Aug. 5, p. 334. 











a Choctaw Lumber Co. vs. ._& E 

on en” the public? that ft ig. and. the al.; case bet (41 L o oe " 615- 617), Coates Bros. ag c. B ¢ gue 

service between New York Dee, 2, Pp. . 1124. Chestnut ‘Ridge Rail rt + GE CO Oy 681- Sant. “pee. p. 

Prov . advan e Class rates from nu - 

to the 1 bonne + Mg Fa’ po Ane ae stations; I. and 8S. 765 (41 I. C. Colorado Alfalfa Meal & Co. vs./ 
the le; and that an extension of C., 6267). Divisions pro to be M. P. et al.; case 8548 ae Lad, 
the former and the installation of the paid to the Chestnut dge Ry. by 540-544). Rates on alfalfa meal, in 
latter. will neither exclude, prevent, the Lehigh & New England R. R. and carloads, from Vineland Colo.,” to 
nor reduce competition on the routes connections out of joint class rates Kansas City”"and St. Louis, M Mo., and 







to Chicago, Ill, not oth to have 
been or to be unreasonable or un- 
duly ee, Complaint di 
Dec. 9; p. 1168. 
Colorado " Portiand Cement Co. vs. eos 
& St. t al; case 8138 (41 L & 
feert39): °NoV. 4, p. 901, 







by water under consideration. July og a ag opiate’ wed = out 


p. 
Chain, cation of; I. and 8S. 763 falo-Pittsburgh line and out of class 
(40 I. C. 499-500). Aug. 5, P. Bok rates between stations on the Chest- 
pion | r Co. vs. Southern nut Ridge and on the ee, 


4 Lackawanna & Western R. R., 
> sen iP SH-tay. © Deo at, excessive to the extent that they ex- 




















Concordia Commercial Club et al. vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al; case 7605; same 
vs. A. & VY. et al.; case 7722 (39 I. 
C.. C., 675-687). (1) Rates on classes 
and certain commodities to Concordia, 
Kan., from St. is, Mo., and points 
taking same rates or rates based 
thereon, found to be: unreasonably 
prejudicial to Coneordia to the extent 
that they exceed the rates contempo- 
raneously maintained and applied on 
like traffic from the same — of 
origin to Salina, Kan. (2) Rates on 
butter, eggs and dressed poultry, in 
carloads, from Concordia to St. Louis 
proper and also when destined to 
points east of the western termini of 
the trunk lines, found to be unrea- 
sonably prejudicial to Concordia to 
the extent that they exceed by more 
than 3 cents per’ 100 pounds the rates 
contemporaneously maintained from 
Washington, Kan., to the same desti- 
nations. (3) Rates on canned goods 
from Louisville, Ky., and Baltimore, 
Mo., found to be unréasonably preju- 
dicial to.Concordia to the extent that 
they exceed rates from the same 
.points of origin to Salina. (4) Rates 
on certain cOmmodities from New Or- 
leans, La., Beaumont and Port Ar- 
thur, Tex., to Concordia, found to be 
unreasonably prejudicial to Concordia 
to the extent that they exceed the 
rates contemporaneously maintained 
to Salina by more than the amounts 
stated in the report. July 1, p. 11. 

Condon Bros. vs. C. .& N. W.; case 8443 
(42 I. C, C., 31-33). Dec. 9, p. 1183. 

Connor Lumber Co. vs. A. C. & Y. et 
al.; case 7965 (40 I. C. C., 111-115) 
Rates on lumber in ‘carloads - from 
Wisconsin points along the shore of 
Green \Bay to Central Freight Asso- 
ciation. territo and other destina- 
“tions found to be dominated by Cen- 
tral Freight Association lines throuch 
their car ferry. routes across Lake 
Michigan, and therefore, Held: (1° 
That the lower rates from Green Bar 
Oconto, Peshtigo aid Marinette, Wis., 
than from Laona, Wis., a point a+ 
least 60 miles inland by rail, are ne’ 
shown ‘to be unduly prejudicial t- 
complainant: or lLaona. (2) That 
pane er - S ee. of jonbet in 

r s to e territory o' estina- 
tion, ‘is included in ' 
group, and that Wausau rates, as ap- 


plied from Laona, are neither unjust 


nor unreasonable. July 8, p. 80. 

Connors-Weyman Steel Co. vs. L.. & N. 
et al.; case’ 8501 (42'T. C. G., 48-44). 
Dec. 9, p. 1183. 

Cotton piece goods from New England 
points; I. and S. 739; see Joseph Ban- 
croft & Sons Co. vs. N- Y. N. H. & H. 
et al., p. 246. 


Cottonseed products from Texas; I. and |} 


'S. 792 (41 I. C. C., 333-335). Proposed 

increased rates on cottonseed cake, 
meal and hulls in carloads from points 
in Southern Texas to Kansas City, 
Mo., and points taking same rates, 
and points in the state of Kansas, 
found not justified. Suspended sched- 
ing oefered to be canceled. Oct, 21, 
p. 

Cranston, J. A., Lumber Co. vs. South- 
ern et al.; case 8577 (42 I. Cc. CG, 
49-50). Dec. 16; p. 1245. 

Crouch, A. B., Grain Co. et al. vs. A. T: 
& S. F. et al.; case 7518 (41 I. C. C., 
717-719). Upon reconsideration, the 
rule in southwestern lines’ tariffs, 
providing for deductions in the ad- 
ustment of claims for loss of grain 
n transit of certain percentages of 
loading weights as representing nat- 
ural shrinkage, not found to be illegal 
or unreasonable. see dismis- 


Crowe, F. P., & Co. vs. G. N. et al.; 
case 8266 (41 I. C. C., 742-744). Dec. 
16; p. 1248. 

Cupples station .terminal regulations; 
see St. Louis (Cupples station) termi- 
nal regulations, p. 248. 

Curl, W. A., vs. S. P., L. A. & S. L. 
ae 7563 (40 I..C. C., 65-66). July 8 
p. 79. 

Dallas Chamber ‘of Commerce, Freight 
Bureau Dept., et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. 
et al.; case 7628 (41 LC. C., 552-553), 
Certain carload commodity rates from 
St. Leuis, Mo., to points in northeast 
‘fexas found unreasonable to the ex- 
tent of 5 cents per 100 pounds, and 
from Kansas City, Mo., to the same 
points to the extent that they are not 
as much as 6 cents per 100 pounds 


/ INDEX TO THE 


the Wausau. 


, Dreyfus Bros. vs. lL 










iil oe 
- . se 
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less than the rates contemporaneously 
+ abana from St. Louis. Dec. 9, p. 

Dallas Chamber of Commerce, Freigh 
Bureau Dept., et al. vs. A. T. & 8. F. 
et al.; case 7628 (40 I. C. C., 619-653). 
Certain carload commodity rates from 
St. Louis to points in northeast Texas 
‘found unreasonable to the extent of 
5 cents per 100 pounds, and from 
Kansas City to the same points to 
the extent that they are not as much 
as § cents per 100 pounds less than 
the rates contemporaneously main- 
tained from St. Louis. Aug. 5, p. 337. 

Dean, S. J., vs. Oregon-Washington R. 
R. & Nav. Co. et al.; case 8361 (41 I. 
a C., 370-371); apples. Nov. 4, p. 

Deere & Co. vs. C. M. & St. P.; case 
weis fe I. Cc. C., 5338-544). Aug. 5, 
Pp. “ 

Delaware & Hudson boat lines; case 
6579 (40 I. C. C., 297-305). The Dela- 
ware & Hudson Co, to the extent de- 
scribed and at the points named does 
or may. compete with the steamers of 
the Lake Champlain Transportation 
Co.’ and of the Lake George Steam- 
boat Co. within the meaning of the 
act. The service of the two lake 
lines, -however, is in the interest of 
the public and is of advantage to the 
convenience and commerce of the 
people. Its continuance will neither 
exclude, prevent, nor reduce competi- 
tion on the water routes in question 
Para should be permitted. July 22, p. 

Demurrage; I. and S. 871 (42 I. C. C., 
126). A proposed rule of the New 
York, New Haven & Hartford R. R. 
and . affiliated lines provides that 
when cars are held in transit short of 
billed destination or on storage tracks 
at destination because of the failure 
of consignees to unload within the 
free time cars placed for delivery, the 
published demurrage charges will ap- 
ply on the cars so held and no ad- 
ditional free time will be allowed after 
final placement; Held, That the pro- 
posed rule has not been justified. 
Dec. 23, p, 1306. 

Des Moines rate case; see Greater Des 
Moines; p. 1245. 

Dinsmore, M. G., trading as T. M. Dins- 
more &.Co., vs. P. B. W.; case 7937 
(40 I. C, C., 618). Aug, 12, p. 388. 

Divisions; see Morgantown and King- 
wood divisions, p. 317. . 

. & N. et al.; case 
8582 (42 I. C. C., 173-174). Dee. 30, 
p. 1357, 

Du Pont, ’E. L, de Nemours Powder Co. 
vs. Maine Central; case 8359 (40 I. 
C, C., 71-72). July 8, p. 79. 

Du Pont, E. I., de Nemours Powder Co. 
vs. P. & R. et al.; case 8158 (41 I. C. 
C., 725-728). Rates charged on less- 
than-carload joge Coambig of lead tanks, 


stoneware, machinery, and narrow- 
uge flat cars from ‘Thompson’s 
oint, N. J., to Birmingham, Ala 


found to have been unreasonable and 
reparation awarded. Reasonable 
maximum ratings and rates on lead 
tanks, not nested, and narrow-gauge 
flat cars prescribed for the future. 


Dec. 16; ¥i 1242. 
Du Pont holesale Grocery Co. vs. A. 
T. & S. F. et al; case 8700 (42 I. C. 


C., 79-82). Lag 16, p. 1249. 
Dyes from New York; I. and S. 748 (40 
I. C. C., 546-549). July 29, p. 268. 
Eastern Shore of Virginia Produce Ex- 
change vs. N. Y. P. & N. et al.; case 
8039; portion of Fourth Section appli- 
cation 1772 (40 I. C. .C., 328-334). 
fe oe complaint that rates on vege- 
tables and berries from points in 
Accomac and Northampton counties, 
Va., to points in the states of Ohio, 
Indiana, Michigan, Illinois, Missouri, 
Wisconsin and Iowa are unreasonable, 
unduly preferential, and in violation 
of the. long-and-short-haul provision 
of the act; Held: That the rates as- 
sailed have not been shown to be un- 
reasonable or unduly preferential. 
The conclusions here reached are 
without prejudice to any future ac- 
tion upon defendant’s Fourth Section 
_ application. Complaint dismissed. 
July 22, p. 192. 
Fastern Shore of Va. Produce Exchange 
vs. N. Y. P. & N. et al.; case 8075 
(40 I C. C., 750-755). Upon complaint 
that rates on potatoes from points on 
the line of the New York, Philadel- 
phia & Norfolk Railroad in Accomac 
and Northampton counties, Va., to 
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Eastern & Western Lumber Co. et al. 


Edwards & Bradford Lumber Co. vs. 
Farmers’ Luniber Co. vs, J 


Fedder, William, vs. Southern Express; 


case 7414 (41 I. C, C., 529-530). Dee. 
> 2 PD. 1121. 
Fifer, L, R., Lumber Co. vs. G. Nj 


Pp. 4, 
Fissell, W. H., vs. B 
Forest products from Arkansas points; 


Fourth Section applications; see trans- 
Fourth Section = a a see Tulsa 


p. 21. ¢ 
Frankfeld, B., & Co. vs. 


Friedlaender, Julius, & Co., vs. C, of G. 
Friedman and Hasson vs. A. G. S.; case 

80, D. 
Fruits 
Fullerton-Powell Hardwood Lumber Co, 
Fullerton-Powell Hardwood Lumber Co. 


Galloway Coal Co, et al. vs. A. G 


. those 
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points in the states of North Caro- . 
ina, South Carolina, Ala- 


see are unreasonab. 
preferential and that no 

through routes and joint rates are 
maintained by defendants; He!4:"Thet 
the existing through routes and rates — 
applicable thereto have been shown to 
be reasonable and non-preferential. 
Complaint dismissed, Aug. 12, p. 383, - 


vs, Oregon-Washington R. R. & Nav. 
Co. et al.: case 8373 (41 I. C. C., 646- 
551). Carload rates on fir lumber and 
its products and shingles from Port- 
land and Bridal Veil, Ore., to eee 
on defendants’ lines in Idaho, Utah, 
Montana and Wyoming not shown to 
have been or to be unreasonable, un- 
justly discriminatory or unduly oo 
diciel. Complaint dismissed. 2, 
p. 1121. 


Ann Arbor et al.; case 8327 (42 L C, 
C., 9-10). Dec. 9, p. 1183 


Cc RL & 
’P. et al.; case 8868 (42 I. C. C., 16-16), 
Dec. 16, p. 1244 


case $350 (42 I. C. C., 18-14). Dec, 16, 


124 
. & O. et al.; case 
8022 (40 I. C. C., 539-540). Aug. 5, 


p. 318. 


I. and S. 770 (40 L. C. C., 397-398). 
July 22, p. 206 


continental rates. 


Traffic Ass’n. vs. A. T. 8S. F. et al, 


al.; case 7735 and Sub, 1 (40 I. C, C., 
655-564), Refusal of defendants to 
provide cars specially equipped with 
hooks and racks for the bps gh 
tion of chilled and frozen 
found to be umreasonable or undul 
prejudicial. Complaints Siandiansd. 
July 29, p. 290 


et al.; case 6445 (40 I. C. C., 506). 
July 29, p. 266. 


8402 (42 I. C, C,, 353). Dec. 
1363, 


and vegetables from |, Texas 
points; I. and S. 784 (40 I. C. G., 673+ 
674). July 29, p. 270 


vs, G. C. & S. F. et al.; case 8134 (41 
I. C. C., 625-626). Dec. 2, p. 1124. 


et al.; case 8223 (41 I. 
Nov. 4, p. 901. 


vs. C. & E. I, 
C. C., 444-445). 


. S. et- 
al.; case 7702 (40 I. C. C., 311-327). 
(1) Relative adjustment of carload 
rates on bituminous coal from mines ~ 
in southern Illinois, western Ken- 
tucky and northwestern Alabama to 
Memphis and other points in south- 
western Tennessee not shown to be ‘ 
unduly prejudicial to mines in north- if 
western Alabama. (2) Differentials Po 
in rates to common markets in favor 
of certain producing points’ can be 
prescribed only when discrimination 
can be found, and discrimination can 
be found only where the traffic 
points and ,from competing 
points moves all or a part of the w 
to the common markets over the rails — 
of the same carrier, (3) Relative ad- 
justment of carload rates on coal 
the same mines to Mississippi 
Louisiana east of the Miss 
River found unduly prejudicial 
mines in northwestern Alabama, but - 
adjustment approved in Bituminous 
Coal to Mississippi Valley Re page | 
39 I. CG. C., 378, found remedial. (4) 
Long established rate adjustments 
that accord competing producing: dis- 
tricts located at different distenona 
from common markets equal rates 
will not be disrupted unless su 
tial justice requires it. The interes 
of consumers must be co ; 
well as the interests of producers, 
‘dissatisfied producers deprived of the 
natural one a of location mus 
establish actual injury as a result-o 
the discrimination. (6) Divisions 
_joint rates received by short lines. 
ississippi on shipments of coal pi 
chased by them for fuel not shown. 
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be unduly prejudicial to in 
northwestern Alabama. (6) molative 
adjustment of carload rates on coal 
from the same mines to nts in 
southwestern Arkansas, uisiana 
west of the Mississippi River and 
southeastern Texas not shown to be 
unduly prejudicial to mines in north- 
western Alabama. July 29, p. 271. 
Globe Soap Co. vs. A. & S. et al.;' case 
8226; Pecter & he om Co. vs. same; 
case 8226, Sub. 1 (40 I. C. C., 121-123). 
Rates for the transportation of cot- 
-  tonseed oil. mae stock, tank bottoms 
and inedible low in carloads from 
points in Arkansas, Louisiana, Mis- 
souri, Oklahoma and Texas to Cin- 
cinnat!, Ivorydale and St. Bernard, 
Ohio, representing increases made in 
June, 1815, considered. Because of 
defendants’ reliance upon the Five 
Per Cent Case, 32 I. C. C., 626, case 
gels a for further hearing. July 


anda: S Reid & Co. vs. C. N. 0. & T 
et al.; case wy (41 I. C., C., 679- 680), 
Dec. 2, p. 112 

Graham and Gtia County Traffic Ass’n 
vs. Arizona Eastern et al.; case 6207, 
ete. (40 I. C. C., 573-588). The com- 
plaints attack as unreasonable the 
rates on certain commodities from 
points in California to points on the 

division of the Arizona Eastern 
Railroad in Arizona, and also the 
class and commodity rates from cer- 
tain eastern group territories to the 
same destinations. After the com- 
= were filed the carriers pub- 
ished reduced rates from the cast, 
which resulted in reductions to the 
destination points here i aly On 
the facts of record; Hel qa) The 
rates from California and Z... from 
the east as now in effect, are not 
shown to be unreasonable. 2) The 
serwen of the Southern Pacific Co.’s 
tth Section application No. 1161 
by which authority is sought to con- 
tinue rates on high explosives from 
points in California to Paso, Tex., 
which are lower than rates contempo- 
raneously applicable on the same com- 
oe to poerernte points, grant- 
c ug. 5, p. : 

Grain, export, m Colorado; I. and S. 
805 (42 IL. + c. 114-120). Propriet 
of prqposes ine carload rates on 
wheat, oats, rye and flour from cer- 
tain points in Wyoming and Colorado 
to Sia Tex., ae ger’ if 
po or export, estat ‘ ers 

— vacat Dec. 23, p. 


I. and 8. 753 
tacos). *tyuly 29, p. 270. 
Gram, SB = Gulf ports; I. and 
777 (40 TI. C. C., 280-282). Propaeed 
changes in the routin ng of eertne ship- 
ments of grain an products 
for export from poin on the St. 
Louis & San Francisco R. R. found 
justified. July Ad Pp. 207. 

n products sg Mis- 


Grain; export grai 
souri gy oe points (No. 2); I. and §S. 
782 (40 c., 195- 200). During 


the ahi of navigation on the Great 
Lakes, respondents, in common with 
other carriers, maintain joint propor- 
tional rates from Missouri River 
cities to Norfolk and Newport News, 
Va., -on —— products for export 
equal to prevailing rate from the 
same points a origin via rail-lake- 
and-rail routes to Baltimore, Md. At 
the close of the season of naviga- 

each year such rates are cus- 


tion 
tomarily withdrawn, re higher }, 
ec h 


through rates. in % e pro- 
posed withdrawal of these rates via 
respondents’ lines having been sus- 
pended and investigation into the pro- 
ew and reasonableness’ thereof 
been made; Held: (1) That 
the ‘Takes which would result from the 
proposed withdrawal from part of a 
general adjustment of rates on grain 
“grain products exported through 
‘Atlantic and Gulf ports made in com- 
petition with rates to other ports. 
(2) That the establishment ae the 
higher rates would not be in contra- 
vention of the provisions of the 
Fourth Section of the Ae Ms to ae 
commerce and that pecnoaea 
withdrawal of the joint one been 
ustified —— my circumstances of 


this case. Ju ay 38  E 16 
Grain; Tilinols rain cago; in re 
rates from points in tilinelery via Chi- 
oR to interstate destinations; case 
(40 I. C. Cy, 124-133). . 1) Grain 





originating in Illinois, ship, 
intrastate to Chicago, there sold, and 
subsequently shipped all rail under 
local rates, or via lake, to interstate 
destinations, “ie subject to local intra- 
state rates frém points of origin to 

Chicago. (2) Grain originating in Illi- 

nois, moving interstate to Chicago via 

Elgin, Joliet & Eastern Ry., unloaded 

into elevators at Chicago and subse- 

quently shipped via lake under inde- 

pendent water line rates or charges, 

is subject to the local interstate rates 

from poe of origin to Chicago. 
July 8, p. 84. 

Grand Rapids ‘Plaster Co. vs. L. S. & 
M. S. et al.; case 5626; Fourth Section 
application "10596 (41 IL. Cc. C., 1-9). 
(1) Readjustment of rates on plaster 
“and other gypsum products from Fort 
Dodge, Gypsum and Mineral City, 
Iowa, on the one hand, and Grand 
Rapids, Mich., on the other, to desti- 
nations in northern Illinois and south- 
ern Wisconsin, as defined in this 
proceeding, - proposed by defendants 
as a result of o findings in our 
previous report, Ie C. C., 202, ap- 
proved as modifi red. Defendants re- 
quired to remove the existing undue 
and unreasonable | ewer i and dis- 
advantage to Grand Rapids and com- 
plainant. (2) Upon showing that 
plaster and other gypsum products 
from Fort Dodge. orsun. and Min- 
eral City, wharketed at Chicago, Iil., 
and Milwaukee, Wis., encounter at 
those points keen competition from 
the same kind of commodities trans- 
ported from Grand Rapids, and from 
sand and lime produced at nearby 
points, while the competition at inter- 
medate points is far — severe; Held: 
That relief sh gran from 
the long-and- — rule of the 
Fourth Section. Aug. =f Pp. 386. 

Grasselli Chemical & N.; 
er (40 I. C. °e, 109-110). Coe 


Grister Des one Comentinn vs. 
pt...Fs . et al.; case 6944 (i 
Lc. + 65- a8. Upon complaint that 
rates between: Dog Se aoe 
poin n ssou e 

—_ tae Dakota and South Da- 

le and unduly 
prefuaicial: “Held: (1) Rates between 
Moines and points in Missouri are 
not shown to be unreasonable or un- 
duly or unreasonably prejudicial to 

Des Moines except where certain of 

such rates, increased since Jan. 1, 

1910, exceed rates fixed by the mile- 

ape pope prescribed by the Commis- 
hoe in Missouri River-Nebraska 

Cases, 40 I. C. C., 1; reasonable 
rates prescribed as maxima for = 
future. (2) Rates hetween 

Moines and poms in Nebraska Wil 

not be = upon herein; rates 

between Mo 

kota and North Dakota held unduly 

prejudicial to Des Moines and unduly 

advantageous to certain em nee 

River crossings where certain di 

ferentials are not observed; reason- 

able differentials prescribed. (3) Rates 
between Des Moines and Minnesota 
points are not shown to be unreason- 
able, or unduly or unreasonably preju- 
dicial to Des Moines except as to 
stations on the Rock Island 50 miles 
or less north of the northern boun- 
dary of Iowa: reasonable maximum 
rates prescribed for said points. Dec. 


W., & Son vs. Southern et 

al.; case 7516 (40 I. C. C., 157-159). 
July 15, p. 128. 

Griswold Seed Co. vs. C. & t al.; 

case Ag (41 I. C. C., 462- 463). som 


4, p. 902 
Goodman Mfg. Co. Cc. M. P.; 
case bbe es (40 L. c. c., 675- ete. “aug. 


p. 327 
Hammond, Standish & Co. et al. vs. 
Mich. Cent. et al.; case 8181 (42 I. C. 
C., 102-108). qa) Tariffs 
charges for cleaning and disinfecting 
ears carrying interstate shipments of 
live stock to Detroit, Mich., in com- 
liance with regulations issued by the 
Tinited States Department of Agricul- 
ture to prevent the spread of con- 
tageous, infectious or communicable 
diseases, held to be lawful, and 
charges ‘assessed in accordance 'there- 
with found to be reasonable. (2) 
Contention of complainants’ that 
charges for cleaning and disinfecting 
ears are not properly collectible on 
shipments forwarded to Detroit for 


naming 


‘Horner, R. B., 


Hydraulic 






immediate slaughter not sustained. 

Dec. 16, 2: 1253. 

Hardwood Package Co. vs. New River, 
> page & Western et al.; case 77385 
411 C., 526-528). Dec. 2, p. 1121. 

Hartije tae, Mfg. ~ vs. P. R. R. et 
al.; case a (41 lL. C. C., 661-662). 

I. & L. et al; 

‘S e, 756-757). Dec. 

Havana Metal Wheel Co. vs. e Pp. & 
St. L. et al.; case 7970 (40 I. C. C., 
677-648). Aug. 5, p. 327. 

Henderson Commercial Club vs. Ill. 
Cent. et al.; case 7286 (42 IL Cc. C.,, 
196-199). Present differential relation- 
ship of the class rates between Hen- 
derson, Ky., and Evansville, Ind,, on 
the one hand and points north ‘and 
south of the Ohio River on the other, 
found to be unduly prejudicial to 
Henderson. Just and reasonable dif- 
ferentials prescribed. Dec, iS Pp. aoe 

Hides from Springfield, O.; and 
re do I. C. C., 306-307). ae 4 

& Son Co. vs. I. C. et 


Hitierich, Pe 
al.; case 8261 (41 L. C. C., 448-460). 
Nov. 4, p. 901. $ 

Hollister- nch Lumber Co. vs. Mich. 
Cent. et. al.; case 7984 (41 I. C. C., 
715-716). Dec. 16, p. 1241. 

Lumber Co. South 
ern et _ case 7457 (39 IL. c. e., 760). 
July 8, 77. 

Houston Co. al. et al.; 
case 7104 (42 L %, C.,” roe 00. Dec. 
30, pD. ae 

Howell, W. Cc. & Q et al; 
ease ort f dai’ r *C. C.; Bian 741). Dec. 

» P. 
Hudson iioter Car Co. vs. Mich. Cent. 
et al.; case 8314 (42 I. C. C., 1-2). 
Dec. ie, 2. 1244, ‘ 


between the 
R. R. and the Colorado & Southern 
Ry. causes an unlawful discrimination 
against complainants in the matter of 
ad eer piirmed on rehearing. 
Hunt-Helin~ Ferris & Pg vs. Ann Arbor 
et al. ane, Se (40 I. C. C., 67-68). 


Honey i Pet & Elevator Co. 

u n 2" or vs. 

GC. & EL et al; case 7932 (40 L C. 
c., $10-811), ee 5, p. 327. 

ee go s. A. T. 


& 
pot hag: hy ‘ ¢c.-€., 


t al.; 

July 15, 128. 

Press : Co. P. Co. 

Se ane, ee ro ‘c., 669- 
672). Aug. 5, p. 

Indiana Trans rtation Co. vs. G. R. H. 
& C.; case 7916 (39 I. C. C., 757-759). 
Upon petition for = establishment 
of through routes and joint rates and 
for a phy, sical connection between 
petitioner’s water line and. defend- 
ant’s rail line, and for proportional 
rates from the port to which traffic 
is. b ht by itioner; Held: That 
the evidence * Is to show such public 
necessity for the route and 


Ss. F. 
160-164). 


asked for as to warrant the exercise. 


of the authority granted by the Act 
to regulate a ag gy Complaint dis- 
missed. July 1, 19. 

Indianapaljis Cuasbee of Commerce et 
al. Lies t. L. & 8S. F.; case 8349 (42 
I, C. 6-8). Dec. 9, p. 1183. 

Industriat’ Railways case, second; sup- 
Plemental report on Northampton & 
eg R. R. Co.; see Northampton; p. 


Industrial Railways see class rates 
from Chestnut Ridge Railway sta- 
tions, p. 434. 

Industrial Railways; in re allowances 
to Kanawha, Glen Jean & Eastern Ry. 
and White Oak Ry. by C. & O. and 
ae Ry.; see Kanawha et al; p. 


Industrial Railways case, second; sup- 
plemental report on Johnstown & 
Stony Creek Ry. Co.; see Johnstown 
& Stony Creek, p. 430. 

Industrial Railway case, second; os 
mental report on New Jersey, di- 
ana & Illinois R. R.; see New Jersey, 
Indiana & Illinois RB. R., m a “3 

Inland Seed Co. vs. O.-W. R. & N. 
‘< et al.; case 5893 ar others Se 

C., 517-522). (1) Reparation 
ied on shipments which moved tress 
eastern defined territories to points 
intermediate to Pacific coast terminals 
previous to the adjustment of the 
rates that followed the Intermountain 
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‘Pp. Co., 24 L C. C., 
of FREES, vs. N. P. Ry 


vs. 


C., 400; affirmed in B. BY. Co. 21 Rate 
{2) Double maps 


Cases, 234 U. S., 476, 
class rate charged on less-than-car 


shipments of mimeographs and ad- 


dressing machines from Chicago, IIl., 


to Spokane, Wash., found to have been 


-unreasonable to the extent that it ex- 
eeeded one and one-half times the 
first-class rate contemporaneously in 
es Reparation awarded. July 29, 


p. 266. 

Inman-Poulsen Lumber > et al. vs. 
Southern; case $118 (42 I. C. C., 275- 
279). Dec. 30, p. 1363. 

International Lumber Co. vs. Canadian 
Northern et al.; case. 7746 (40 I. C. C., 
283-284). July 29, p. 246. 

Interstate Packing Co. vs. Cc. ay & S 
P. et al.; case 5969 (41 I. C, C., 396. 
399). Rates on fresh meats and pack- 
ing-house products in carloads from 
Winona, Minn., to Chicago, lll, and 
points taking the same rates, not 
found unreasonabie. Complaint dis- 
missed. Nov. 4, p. = 

Interstate Packing Co. .C&N 
ease 8512 (42 I. C. a 189-196)" MG 
‘Defendant’s rule permitting shipments 
of live hogs in carloads to be stopped 
at Winona, Minn., for sorting and fin- 
ishing loading, while no like service is 
provided at stations within complain- 
ant’s tocing: © territory, found un- 
justly di ni Discrimination 
ordered removed. (2) 
form by defendant at Winona, 
Minn., are not_unlawful if — 
without, ur unjust discriminatio Dec. 


PRIS ag Grain Co. et al. 
et al.; case 7612 (40 I. C. o. “aa 1. 
Upon complaint that the rates 
cha by defendants on corn from 
interior lowa points to Council Bluffs, 
iowa ‘on interstate , were un- 
reasonable to the extent that they ex- 


ceeded the rates eously 
applicable on like “etrueiate tenets 


and unduly aadicet Soantiianets 
fe the advan of shippers having 

ors at Gunell Held: 
That the interstate rates are not 


shown to have been unreasonable, and 
that the alleged discrimination - was 
due entirely to the failure of defend- 
ants to collect —— a rates on 
interstate shipmen corn stored 
- transit at od Blutte. July 1, 


32. 

iowa Valve Co. Cc. B. & 
case $268 (41 I. “C. C., 451-452) 
4, p. 901. 

Iron and steel to Colorado a see 
Vulcan Iron Works Co. vs. A. T. &-S. 
ee = al.; AR 438. 

210, 4608, 


cases; cases 6 
"038, "oar (41 IL C. C., 181-284). (1) 
th certain exceptions it is found, 

upon the whole record, (a) that the 
present sng ge of the lake ports 
and of the ts of destination are, 
and for the ature will be, unreason- 

~ able and unjustly discriminatory 

* within the meaning of Sections 1 and 
3 of the act to the extent that: they 
differ from those herein found to be 
reasonable: (b) that the rate rela- 
tionships of the several destination 
groups are, and for the future will be, 
unreasonable and unjustly discrimina- 
tory to the extent that they depart 
from those herein fixed; and (c) that 
the rates at present maintained and 
here under consideration are, and for 
the brags will be, unreasonable and 
eg 4 a iscriminatory to the extent 
that they exceed the rates herein 
shown as reasonable maximum rates. 
(2) Carriers required to establish sep- 
arate charges for age | ore on their 
docks and for certain other dock serv- 
ices performed by them, also for 
switching and other services on pri- 
vate industry tracks. Reasonable 
maximum rates prescribed for the 
dock services, and a charge on the 
engine-hour basis suggested for the 
services on. the private industry 
tracks. Sept. 9, p, 

re Gach.) Chamber of Conmmree 

Cc. et al.; case 8148 onde 
aa * +56- 156). pee: = p. 

ieee ar wie: vs. & 

case 8313 (40 I Cc. “e.. ‘B 45). 


11. 
tohue (H. W:)-Manville Co, vs. 
©. et al.; case $410 (42 L C. 
Dec. 9, p. 1183. 


Ye - $ 
Nov. 


i al.; 
ahi 1, 


oN a8): 





serving industries; case 418 
lation of rates in 
small limes by carriers in official clas- 
sification territory; I. and S. 414; sup- 
he John report (41 I. C. C., 46-52). 

he Johnstown and Stony Creek R. R. 
found to be a common carrier in- 
Gonteiat line and connecting trunk 
lines directed to conform their joint 
rate-and switching arrangements with 
it to the principles herein announced. 
Aug. 19, p. 430. 
Joseph, Isaac, Iron ot vs. Morgan’s La. 
Tex a & S. S. Co. et al; 
6924 (40 Lc. c, 525- 526). Original re- 
port oaueed to. Aug. 12, p, 383. 

Kanawha, Glen Jean & Eastern Ry. and 
White Oak Ry. Co.; allowances to by 
Cc. & O. Ry. Co. and Virginia Ry. Co.; 
case 4564 (41 I. C. C., 58-61). 
Kanawha, Glen Jean & Bastern Ry. 
found to be a common carrier entitled 
to accept divisions of rates from its 
trunk line connections. (2) The di- 
visions granted by the connecting 
trunk lines should reflect’ the cost of 
service by the Kanawha, Glen Jean 
& Eastern Ry. to and from its junc- 
tion points with the trunk lines. (3) 
Rental reserved in a lease of the 
White Oak Ry. to the Chesapeake & 
Ohio and the Virginia railways dis- 
cussed. Ane. Se p. 432. 

Keeley, c Cc. G. W. et al.; case 
~ oes L “o. C.. 23-24). Dec. 16, p. 


Kentuicky a ene. aennomee clay; I. and S. 
al I. 498-502). Proposed 
Soka ‘on clay in carloads 

Fao producing points in Tennessee 
and western Kentucky to Official Clas- 
sification ged found justified. 


Nov. 11, p. 
Kern, I. B.A & Sons vs. C. M. & st. 
et al; case 8262 (40 I. C. C., 615- 


tiny Atle. 6, 5, », P 327 
Kern, goes \ & ai vs. = M. & 
St. P. et Be case 7861 (40 I 
ee Son oe Prinel 
in ously de cases; 
Peta: That the C 


er reconsignment of carload shipments 
of flour and feed, in transit from Mil- 
waukee, Wis., to Bridgewater, Va., on 
the basis of the through rate from 
Milwaukee to Bridgewater, plus a 
maximum. charge of $2 for the extra 
services incident to the diversion or 
reconsignment, provided the contents 
of the car remain unchanged, no out 
of line haul is necessary, and the re- 
quest is received before the arrival of 
a car at the original destination or 
within a reasonable time thereafter 
and before the car is set for delivery. 
Reparation awarded. July 29, p. 268. 
Kerr; A. H., & Co. et 
Springs Ry. Co. et al.; 
Cc, C., 291-294). Upon complaint that 
rates for the transportation of 
fruit jars and jelly glasses in carloads 
from Sand rings, Okla., to Pacific 
coast terminals and certain interme- 
diate points are unreasonable per se, 
and that the relation of these rates 
to rates on the same articles from 
Muncie, Ind., Wheeling, W. Va., and 
‘Washington, Pa., to the same desti- 
nations is unduly preferential to com- 
pi lainants’ competitors located at 
uncie, Wheeling and ‘Washington; 
Held: (1) That the rates from Sand 
Springs havé not been shown to be 
unreasonable per se. (2) That the re- 
lation of rates to the Pacific coast 
terminals here atta is unduly 
prejudicial to complainants and un- 
duly 22, p. 208 of their competitors. 


al.. vs. Sand 


K. & T. of Tex. et 

al.: a 7297 t89 I. C. C., 755-756). 
July 1, 19. 

Kornfalfa Freed Milling Co. vs. A. T. & 

Ss. F.; es ag syrup in tank cars; case 

and (41 I. C. C., 668-670. Dec. ‘16, p. 


8, 
Kesse. Shoe & Schleyer Co., Inc., vs. 
C. Cc. & St. L. et al.; case 8293 (41 $ 
C. C.. 602-604). oo 2, p. 1123. 

a Tar! H. E., ve. B. & O-; case $110 (41 
C., 434- 135), Nov. 4, p, 900. 
Knudson & Mercer Lous Co. vs. L. & 
N. et al.; — "ot. (41 1. ©. €., 436- 


ae va 4, P. 901 

s. T. et al.; ease 
eters (43 L ‘G. *G., Foe 336). Dec. 30, 
p. 1363. 


connection with 


case}. 


(1) The 



































paxingaon Mirror Co. vs. 


Louisiana R. R. 








(also 7584, 7619 and Fourt 
applications 878, 488, 461) ry I, { 


297-301. (1) Reasonable — 
class rates from Memphis, 
Lafayette, La., and gt her Soe 
entials over Memphis on traffic from 
St. Louis to Lafayette prescribed. No 
change is made in the present basis 
of defined territories pean hays « over 
St. Louis on traffic from 
territories to Lafayette. i” For the 
antag a eg from Baton Rouge and 
New Orleans to Lafayette, as a = 
of a through interstate service 
earriers filed rates with the Commis: 
oeg hoard 3 ee bad Rag 
© interstate traffic on which no ’ 
rates apply. These, in co no joint 
with interstate rates from Bt Louis - 
to New Orleans and Baton Rouge, 
make a less aggregate through e 
than the joint rate. In such cases 
adjustment violates that clause of the . 
Fourth Section which prohibits a car- 
rier from charging a through rate 
that exceeds the combination of separ 
rately established intermediate’ rates 
“subject to the act.”” Joseph Iron Co. 
ee ee ee R. R. & S. 8. Co., 37 
Cc. C., 591, and 40 I. C, C., 6526, 
followed. (8) The carriers have 
not justified the charging of through 
rates from St. Louis and the de- 
fined territories to Lafayette that 
exceed the combinations of separately 
established intermediate rates to and 
from the lower aay xa River 


crossings. 5 23. 
Lake pavers SB ita. vs. M. 


St. & o Marie et al. fe 
8612 (42 1. C. C., 109- 113). Differen 
of 6 cents per 100 pounds in the 


on news print pa carl 

Sault Ste. Marie, t, over the rates 

from Wisconsin product ng poi to 
ints west of the Mississippi . 
‘ound not to be unjustly discrimina- 

bg aaa t dismissed. Dec, 23, 


Leinh Fish Lames Co. vs. Y. & M. V.; 
os oor. mL cc, _ Nov. 
p 
Lath y: from, + uburn, 
5. 18 (4 (40 1. Cb 398). Yj dy 2 22, 


Lawlor Cycle Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. et 
: i A (40 IL. C. C,, 171-172), 
Suly te 
Lee, G. Ry -.L&P 
paes 5781 er L ‘e ‘e ” 607-508). 
Pp. 


et al.; 

Aug. 
317. 

Lena Lumber Co. vs. C. R. I. & P.; case 

ary (40 I. C. C., 515- ~516). Aug. 5, p. 


Lewis, F. J., Mfg. Co. vs. C. B. & Q. 
et al.; cage 8182 and two sub, num- 
a * aie . C. C., 671-674). Dec, 28, 


Southern et 
al.; oot ad (42 I. C. C., 33-34). Dec. 


16, p. 

Lilly, G. “ et a et al.; 
case 8206 (41 I. Cc rh "aan 299). Dec. 
16, p. 1243, 

Lime from Chippewa and Lime Bluff, 

.; I, and 8. 797 (41 I. C. C., 654-856). 
Proposed increased rate on 
tural lime in carloads from chippews 
and Lime Bluff, Pa., to Cadosia, N 
Y., se points on the, New York, On- 
tario Western Ry. east thereof, 
found ee justified and suspended 
apr arenes to be canceled. Nov. 

Live Theak switching at Nashville; L 
and §. 715; Nashville Abattoir, Hide 
and Melting Assn. et al., vs. L. & N. 
et al.; case 8136 (40 I. Cc. C., 134-142). 
Defendant’s refusal to deliver end re- 
ceive carload: shipments of live stock 
at complainant’s private siding in 
Nashville, Tenn., found n6t-to be un- 
reasonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
July 8, p. 87 

Commission vs. Aran- 

sas Harbor Terminal Ry. Co. et al; 

ease 8418 and other consolidated 
cases (41 I. C. C., 83-177). (1) Class 

rates between Shreveport and points 

in Texas found unreasonable and un- . 

duly y presedieiat to Shreveport as: 

par with class rates for 

tances in Texas. Reasonable 

mum rates prescribed between Sh 
port and Texas points and wu 

prejudice ordered removed. (2) 














~ " e 
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modity rates between Shreveport and 
points in Texas on beef cattle; stock 


cattle: horses and mules; stone 
(rough); sand and vel; common 
brick; fire brick; junk; 


a cord- 

wood and :tan bark; machi 

and irrigation); glass fruit jars and 
bottles; iron and. steel articles; pota- 
toes and turnips; fruits, melons and 
vegetables; empty barrels and kegs; 
blackstrap molasses; cottonseed and 
products; unshelled nuts; flour; 
wheat: corn; hay; agricultural imple- 
ments, except hand implements; bag- 
ging and ties; binder twine; cans, 
cases and pails (tin); baskets; choco- 
late raw materials; dry goods; win- 
dow glass; glassware (table); horse 
and mule shoes; oil (refined pe- 
troleum); iron and steel pipe; wrap- 
ping paper; printing paper; tin articles; 
wire and nails; door locks; tools, files 
and rasps, and on other articles tak- 
ing the same rates, respectively, found 
unreasonable and unduly prejudicial 
to Shreveport as compared with rates 
for the tfansportation of the same 
commodities for like distances within 
Texas. Reasonable maximum rates 
between Shreveport and Texas points 
prescribed and undue prejudice or- 
dered removed. (3) Application to the 
transportation of. property within 
Texas of classification rules different 
from and minimum carload weights 
lower than those applicable to trans- 
portation of like property between 
Shreveport and Texas points found 
unduly prejudicial to Shreveport and 
undue .prejudice ordered removed. 
Aug. 19, p. 440. 

Louisiana and Pine Bluff divisions; I. 
and 8S. 11 (40 L C. C., 470-473). An 

-. Out-of-line or diverted movement to 


a scale may- not properly be 
included under the zap Line Case, 31 
I, C. C., 490," when fixing the switch- 


ing allowance or division that a tap 
_ line may receive from its trunk line 
connections. . July 29, p. 261. 
Louisville Board of Trade vs. L. & N.; 
case 5508 (40 I. C. C., 679-695), At 
Louisville, Ky., the Louisville & Nash- 
ville Rafiroad Company refuses to 
switch .between connecting lines and 
industries located only on its tracks 
traffic for which it competes. It 
switches, such traffic between those 
industries. and the Chesapeake 
Ohio Railway under a contract with 
the latter carrier; Held: (1) That the 
proviso in Section 8 of the Act is in- 
tended-to protect a carrier’s terminals 
against use by. a competing carrier 
engaged in like business when grant- 
ing such use would deprive the own- 
ing carrier of a road haul which it is 
pe ed to perform, and is. not lim- 
ted to the question of physical entry 
upon such tracks or. facilities of the 
power, equipment or employes of 
another carrier. (2) That the switch- 
ing for the Chesapeake & Ohio Rail- 
way Company and refusal to switch 
for all other connecting carriers at 
Louisville is unduly preferential of 
the former and unduly prejudicial to 
the latter, their patrons and their 
traffic. Aug. 5, p. 328. 


Lukens, Ma a Te ee Co. vs. A.C, 
; case ( . C. C., 295-296). 
July 29, p. 246. ? 
Lumber, etc.; joint rates with Washing- 
ton Western; I. and 8. 198 (41 I. Cc. G., 
649-653). Upon consideration of the 
whole record and in conformity to 
the principles announced in the Tap 
Line Cases, 234 U. S., 1, and the Tap 
Line Case, 31 I. C. C., 490, the re- 
fusal of the respondents to establish 
and maintain through routes and 
joint rates on lumber from points on 
the Washington Western Railway on 
basis of the coast group rates while 
maintaining such routes and rates 
from points on their proprietary 
branches, from points on the lines 
of other common carriers, and from 
points on the Columbia River in con- 
nection with boat lines found unduly 
gevretictal and disadvantageous. Dec. 


6, p. 1237. 
Lumber rates from- Helena, Ark., and 
other ints to Omaha, Des Moines 


and other destinations:.I. and S, 464: 
fourth section op. 3749 et al. (41 1. 
Cc. C., 565-583). ‘ariffs proposing in- 
¢c rates on yellow pine, cypress 
and hardwood lumber~-from_ south- 
western Yipee and ints in Missis- 
sippi and eastern wisiana to the 


~ 
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Omaha group and other destinations Central New Beaiend . and the 
were cancelled in compliance with or- New York, New the Hartford 
der issued in connection our R. R. found not justified. July 29, 
grst report in this case, 33 I. C. C., p.. 259, i 
297. pou rehearing, in connection} Marquette Coal Co. vs. P. R. R.; case 
with various fourth section applica- 8342 (40 I. C. C., 4-6). July 1, p. 20. 
tions, the rates formerly fil are| McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. Ill. Cent. et 
found to be justified. Fourth section al.; case 8004 (42 L C. C,, 267-258). 


relief granted lines having circuitous 
routes. Other fourth section relief 
denied. Dec, 16, p. 1229. 

Lumber from Louisiana points; I. and 
8S. 732 (40 I. C. C., 268-271). Proposed 
increased rates on lumber in carloads 
from Leesville and other points in 
Louisiana on the Kansas City South- 
ern’ Railway to Galveston and inter- 
mediate points in Texas on the Gulf, 
Colorado & Santa Fe Railway, found 
not to have been. justified and the 
schedules under suspension directed 
to be canceled. July 22, p. 191. 

Lumber from Louisiana points; I. and 
S. 773 (39 I. C. C., 688-689). Pro- 
posed cancellation of joint through 
rates on yellow pine lumber from 
producing points on the Louisiana 


Western R. R., Lake Charles & 
Northern R. R., and Mo ’s Louisi- 
ana & Texas R. R. & S. 8S. Go. to 


points on the Santa Fe system in 
om found not justified. July 1, p. 


Lumber to New Mexico points; I. and 
S. 803 and parts of Fourth Section 
applications 349, 1129, 2664, 2659 (41 
I. C. C., 331-332). Proposed increased 
rates on lumber and articles taking 
the same rates from points in Califor- 
nia to points in Texas and New Mex- 
ico on the El Paso & Southwestern 
R R., shown to be _ reasonable. 
Fourth Section applications denied. 
Oct. 21, p. 799. 

Lutcher & Moore Lumber Co. et al. vs. 
T. & N. O, et al.; case 8519 (42 I. C. 
C., 88-92). Joint rates on yellow pine 
lumber from points in Texas and 
Louisiana, where complainants’ mills 
are located, by way of the originatihg 
line and the Gulf, Colorado & Santa 
Fe Ry:. to points on the lines of the 
Santa Fe system in the state of Okla- 
homa, found to be unjust and un- 
reasonable and unjustly discrimina- 
tory to the extent that. they exceed 
the rates in effect from points'on the 
Santa Fe system in Texas and Louis- 
jana to the same ints of destina- 
tion. Dec. 23, p. 1304 

Macon, 
Freight Bureau vs. Southern et al.; 
ease 6197; see Nashville flour transit 
rules;:p. 904. 

Maine Central boat lines; case 6891 (40 
I. €. C., 272-274). The continued op- 
eration by the Maine Central R. R. 
of the Bath Ferry and of the Penob- 
scot and Frenchman’s Bay boat lines 
found upon the facts of record not to 
be in contravention of the -Panama 
Canal Act. July 29, p. 245. 


Malone, Lott B., vs. N. Y¥. Telephone 
Co. et al.; case 8345 (40 I. C. C., 185- 

_ 190). (1) Telephone calls may 
classified and a through rate for one 
kind of service is not necessarily un- 
reasonable merely because it exceeds 
an aggregate of intermediate rates 
‘for a different Kind of service. (2) 
Through ‘particular person’ rate of 
$1.65 from Flushing, N. Y., to Canaan, 
N. H., composed of a rate of 15 cents 
for the first three minutes and 5 cents 
for each additional minyte on calls 
from Flushing, N. Y., to New York 
City for beyond, and $1.50 for the 
first three minutes and 50 cents for 
each additional minute on calls from 
New York City to Canaan, N. H., not 
roved unreasonable by a _ hypothet- 
cal through rate of $1.55 between 
Flushing and Canaan composed of a 
5-cent “two-number” rate from Flush- 
ing to New York City and a $1.50 r- 
ticular person rate from ew York 
City to Canaan. (3) Through calls 
at combination rates require fewer 
terminal services than separate calls 
under the rates combined, and com- 
bination through rates that include 
charges for terminal service not per- 
formed are unreasonable. (4) ea- 
sonableness of contract provision un- 
der which service of complainant was 
Segrens areas not decided. July 22, p. 


Manure from Jersey City, N. J.; T. and 
S. 746 (40 I. C. C., 465-469). Pro- 
posed increased rates on manure in 
carloads from New York City and 
contiguous territory to points on the 


Ga.,” Chamber ” of . Commerce 


Dec. 30, p. ‘ 

McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. S. Dak. Cen- 
tral et al.; grain; case 7626 (41 L C. 
C., 663-667). Dec. 16, p. 1238. 

McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. G. N.; case 
7939, and also case 7939, Sub. 1, J. A. 
Gould vs. same (41 I. C. C., 178-180). 
Certain carloads of bulk corn for ship- 
ment between points in Minneso 
delivered to defendant unrouted, an 
transported. over an interstate route, 
although loWer rates applied over an 
available intrastate route, found to 
have been misrouted and reparation 
awarded. Sept. 2, p. 533. 

McCoach, J. M., & Co. vs, N. ¥. P. & 
N. et_al.; case 8523 (42 I. C. C., 171- 
172). Dec. 30, p 1357. 

Mechanical & Chemical Pulp Division of 
the American Paper & Pulp Assn. vs. 
B. & O. et al.; case 8320 (41 L. C. C., 
506-513). ‘ Upon complaint that the 
rules and practices of defendants pro- 
viding storage for imported wood gulp 
at the ports of Baltimore, Md., Phil- 
adelphia, Pa., and Newport News, Va., 
for unlimited periods, and without 
compensation in addition to the freight 
rates from the ports, are unduly dis- 
criminatory and subject complainant’s 
members to unlawful prejudice and 
disadvantage; Held, That the rules 
and practices in question should be 
replaced by others allowing only such 
free time as may reasonably be re- 
quired for unloading or removal, with 
reasonable charges for storage there- 
after. Case held open for further pro- 
ceedings and defendants called upon 
to submit to the Commission proposed 
measures for removing objectionable 
features of the present rules and prac- 
tices. Dec. 2, p. 1117. 

Meeds Lumber Co, vs. A. & N. et al; 

121-122). Dec. 


case 7333 (42 I. C. C., 
30, p. 1857. ; 

Memphis Freight Bureau for Pidgeon- 
Thomas Iron Co. vs. St. L. S, W. et 
al.; cape 8317 (41 I. C. C., 470-471). 
Nov. 4, p. 903. 

Memphis Freight Bureau: for Crescent 
Cotton Oil Co. and Southern Cotton 
Oil Co. vs. St. L. L. M. & 8. et al; 
—< Pree (44.]. C. C., 530-532). Dec. 
» p. 1121. 

Mesker, G. L., & Co. vs. L. & N, et al.; 
case 8152 (41 I..C. C., 675-678). Dec. 
9, p. 1182. 

Meyer, William, Co. vs. A. T. & S. F.; 
case 7665 (41 I. C. C., 380-382). Ship- 
ments consisted of the component 
parts of what is styled by_catalogue 

‘as “Meyer interrupterless X-ray ap- 
paratus.” The parts, which were as- 
sembled at destination, were tendered 
for shipment, 
crated, Held: That the ratings ap- 
plied by defendant were not improper, 
and that the charges for the trans- 
portation from Chicago, Ill, to Los 
Angeles, Cal., have not been shown to 
be unreasonable or unjustly discrimi- 
natory. Complaint dismsised. Nov. 


11, p. 957. 

Michigan Seating Co. vs. G, T. W. et 
al.; case 5511 (40 I. C. C,, 503-505). 
Rating of fiber furniture in less than 
carloads as provided in Official Classi- 
fication prior to April 15, 1914, found 
upon rehearing not to be unreason- 
able, unjustly discriminatory, or un- 
duly prejudicial when applied to ship- 
ments of fiber furniture in less t 
carloads from Jackson, Mich., to 
points in other states where rates 
are ange by Official Classification. 
Previous findings. vacated and com- 
plaint dismissed. Aug. 5, p. 350. 

Middle West Coal Co. vs. C. & O. et al.; 
ease 8157 (41 I. C. C., 723-724). (1) 
Demurrage charges collected on a car- 
load of coal detained at Churubusco, 
Ind., because of the failure of the car- 
riers to effect the ie age ment of 
the shipment to Chicago, Ill., as or- 
dered by the shipper, found: to have 
been assessed without tariff authority 
and therefore to have been illegal. De- 
fendants directed to refund the ille- 
gal charges with interest. (2) Con- 
ference Ruling No. 220 (f) construed. 
Dec. 16, p. 1242. 

Milling logs in transit on tap lines; I. 
and S. 11 (40 I. C. C., 597-602). (1) 


separately boxed and~ 
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Segnets that trunk pte carriers gen- 
be required to ss, a 
ing-in-transit arrangements 
in connection —_ m,. lines > ee 
lumber blanket rate territory in the 
southwest pone a ig tea) The establish- 
ment by a trunk line of transit ar- 
rangements on logs hauled by it to 
mills located upon its own lines in the 
blanket territory would subject to 
undue prejudice and disadvantage the 
mills on the tap lines with which it 
connects and has joint rates, unless 
the trunk line offered them a. similar 
and equal arrangement; the undue 
prejudice and isadvantage under 
such circumstances to mills in 4 
same territory that get their lo ~ 
over unincorporated logging ee . cr 
by teams over tram roads, or by si ~ 
ilar a also pointed out. Aug. 5, 


obliga and eream piveetigetion: case 
New England Milk Case; I. and 
8. 725 and other cases (40 IL C. C., 
699-737). (1) osed increased 
rates by certain carriers in New Eng- 
land on milk, cream, evaporated milk, 
condensed milk, skim milk, butter- 
milk and pot cheese in carloads and 
less than carloads found not to have 
been justified. (2) Rates, regulations 
and practices of New gland car- 
riers with respect to thee interstate 
transportation of milk, cream, con- 
densed milk, evaporated milk, skim 
milk, buttermilk and pot cheese in 
carloads, under what is known as the 
New England or leased-car system, 
found to be unlawful. (3) A scale of 
rates on a per can basis prescribed 
i the future between points in New 
ngland for the transportation inter- 
ate of the above commodities in less 
an carloads in passenger, milk and 
mixed passenger and freight train 
service. (4) Lower rates prescribed 
for transportation in freight cars in 
freight trains. (5) Rates prescribed 
for carload me Sans from one con- 
signor to one nsignee from one 
int of orf - te one destination. 
uly 29, p. 

' Miller & Luz, ine. vs. S. P. et ; Case 
7509 (41 L C., C., 617-620). ‘Chiarwos 
collected for the transportation of 
range: or feeder cattle in carloads from 
points “in California “And .Oregon to 

‘ points‘in California and Nevada found 
unreasonable;’ .Reparation awarded 
and reasonable rates prescribed for the 
future. Dec. 9, p. 1177. 

Manufacturing Co, vs 

Northern Pacific et_al.; 

I: GC @., 400-402). Nov. 4, Dp. — 


Minneapolis Traffic Ass'n et oe Ann 
Arbor et al.; case 8768 (42 I. veo. C., 
76-78). Following ah re Routes and 
Through Rates, 12, I, C., 163, Held: 
That defendants having formed 
through routes from the points of 
origin of wheat milled at Minneapolis, 
Minn., the product of. which was for- 
warded thence to destinations in Cen- 
tral Freight Association and trunk 
line territories, the legal rates for the 
movement east of Chicago and other 
Illinois and Indiana junction points 
to such destinations were the reship- 
ping rates on ges products in effect 
at the time t shipments of wheat 
originated. Dec. 16, p, 1248. 

Missouri River- Nebraska cases; Sg 
ets 7311, 7352, 7447, 7461, 7501 (40 I 
Ee 201- 264). (1) s rates be- 
tween Council Bluffs and Sioux City, 
Iowa, St. Joseph and Kansas City, 
Mo., and Atchison, Kan., and points in 
the state of Nebraska’ found to be 
unreasonable in so far as they exceed 
the scale of maximum class rates pre- 
scribed. (2) The present relation of 
class rates between Council Bluffs 
and Sioux City, Iowa, St. Joseph and 
Kansas City, Mo., and Atchison, Kan., 
re ints in the state of N braska, 

éetween Omaha and other Ne- 
an cities and the same points in 
the state of Nebraska results in un- 
due preference to Omaha and other 
Nebraska cities and subjects Council 
Bluffs, Sioux City, St. Joseph, Kan- 
sas City and Atchison to undue and 
unreasonable prejudice and disad- 
vantage. (3) The present relation of 
Co ag pe ratings and exceptions 
thereto applicable to transportation 
between Council Bluffs and. Sioux 
Siz: > St. Joseph and Kansas 
y, Mo., and Atchison, -Kan., and 
points in the state of Nebraska, and 
tween Omaha and the same points 


case ioe (41 


pwenes ones 


Pa ee 
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ah Se eelebadts ts Cem: Oak aae 
up ue ce to an er 
airasn cities and subjects Council 
Bete Sioux City, St. Joseph, Kan- 
sas City and Atchison to undue and 
unreasonable prejudice and disadvan- 
tage. (4) Defendants ordered to 
cease and desist from the undue pref- 
erences and the undue and unreason- 
able prejudices and disadvantages 
found to exist. July 22, p. 170. 
Moffat, H., Co. et al. vs. S. P. et al.; 
case 8120; William Taaffe & Co. vs. 
same; case 8120, sub. 1 (41 IL. C. C.,, 
47T7- 479). Rates for the transportation 
of live stock in carloads from points 
in the states of Nevada, Utah and 
Oregon to San Francisco and Oakland, 
Cal., not found to be eee 
Complaints pr gage — Pp. 903. 
Molasses from Tex. an . r and S. 
772 (40 I. Cc. C., ise. 430). (1) Pro- 
posed increased carload rates on do- 
mestic molasses (other than black- 
strap) from New Orleans and other 
Louisiana and Texas ery to points 
on Ohio, Mississippi and Missouri 
rivers and to points in the states of 
Tennessee, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, 
Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, 
South Dakota, Iowa and Missouri 
found justified. (2), Proposed  in- 
creased rates on molasses (other than 
blackstrap) from the same originating 
point? to points west of the west 
ank of the Missouri River and west 
of the line of the Kansas City South- 
ern Ry., except Lincoln, Neb., and 
Fort Scott, Kan., found ‘not to have 
been justified, (3) Proposed increased 
rates on domestic blackstrap, carloads, 
in tank cars, from New Orleans 
and other Louisiana points, Mobile, 
Ala., Gulfport, Miss., Pensacola, Fla.. 
and other points, to Memphis, Tenn., 
St. Cloud, Minn., and Missouri 
River cities found justified. (4) Pro- 
posed. increased rates in domestid 
‘blackstrap, carloads, in tank cars, 
from the same originating points to 
points in Kansas and Oklahoma and 
to Fort Calhoun, Neb., found not to 
have ate justified. July 29, p. 251. 
Moore, ES faye Co. vs. Morgan’ s 
La. a tp R. R. a S. Co.; case 
8318, aft EG. 2-474). - Charges 
collected by the dorendent for_switch- 
ing lumber at New Orleans, La., found 
to have been legally applicable and 
not shown, to have heen unreasonable. 
Complaint dismissed. Nov. 4, p. 903. 
Moore, _M., re and Monumental 
yroqhe., vs. I. al.; case 7508 (40 
C., 77- 19): Saly 21, p. 21. 
Sasha and Kingwood. divisions; 
ease 6860 and I. and 8S. 333 (40 I. C. 
C., 509-511). (1) The Commission has 
no authority, under Section Fifteen 
of the Act, to prescribe the divisions 


of joint through rates except when, 


the joint rates have been previously 
fixed by the Commission. PA! Conten- 
tion of the Morgantown & Kingwood 
Railroad that the Commission fixed 
its joint rates in the Five Per Cent 
Case, and thus laid a foundation for 
prescribing the divisions of such rates, 
not ware ined. ane. 5, pv. 817. 

Morris & Co. vs L. & 8. F. et al.; 
sate 4076 (42 i. c C., 124-125). Dec. 

Dp. 

Mowry, D. B.. Co. N. 
H.: case $8331 (40. *t. No. bros 
Julv 1, p. 20. 

a8 Pleasant Fertilizer Co. vs. & 

E. et al.: case 6340 (40 r oe 'C., 
58), July 29, p. 271. 

Mutual Wheel Co. vs. N. C. & Sst. 

et al: ma 7505 (40 I. C. C., 612- ba, 


July 29; 270. 

Nashville Abbattoir. Hide and Melting 
Assn. et al, vs. L. & N. et al.; see 
live stock switching at Nashville; P. 


87. 
Nashville Lumbermen’s Club vi 

N. et al.; case 6798 (40 I. C. c “59 2)" 

Rates and regulations applied to the 

transportation of hardwood lumber 

shipped to Nashville, Tenn., and sub- 

sequently reshipped to points north 

of the Potomac and Ohio rivers, not 

found .unreasonable or unduly dis- 
Sp aged Complaint dismissed. 


77. 

Noshyilte Tenr transit rules; I. and S. 
789; Macon, Ga., chairman of Com- 
merce Freight Bureau vs. Southern et 
1.; case 6497 (41 I. C. C., 483-497). 


H. & 
16-17). 


1) Tariffs of the defendant carriers, . 


proposing to hdraw any-quantity 
transit arrangements on self-rising 
flour produced by manufacturers Jo- 





904. 
Nashville vive Co. 


202. 
Nashville sy swieeing, E 


. 218 
National Commercial | Fixture Manufac- 


_ plied by defendants to clothing 


’ articles: should be revised in ac 


National Lea; aes of Commission Mer- 
National Lumber & Creosoting Co. vs. 
A. 


1244, 
National Society of Record Assns,. et a 


209. 
New Pngland crushed stone; I. and §8. 


nt + England milk case; see milk; p. 
New Jersey, Indiana & Illinois R. R.; 


Newport iene Co. vs. C. & 











































cated at Nashville, Tenn., while con- 
accord 


tinuing ae be wee some to this 
commod. when a uced b y wie 
located a this and other points on 


their lines, found not to have 

justified and required to be 

(2). The maintenance ont 3 

in such arrangements, as ap) to 

manufacturers of this article at Nash- 

ville, while not affording same to man- 

ufaeturers located at Macon, Ga., 

found to result in unjust discrimina- 

tin. rere is required to be removed, 
ov. 


et & N.; 
SC ¢ * 877 381). July 
I and 5 758 (40 I, _ 
~» 474-482). 


i 7). wre of $7. 
ped saab 
PO ty for sw Lching at Nashville, 
omg found unreasonable to. the ex- 
= that, it exceeds $5 per car. July 


+ ga 7183 (40 
22, 


turers’ Assn. vs. Ann Arbor al.; 
ease 7139 (40 I. C. C., 484-496). pon 
complaint that the classification. ap- 


mets, counters, partitions, shelving, 
shelving bases, show cases, My 
case frames and wall cases is .un- 
reasonable and unduly prethecnan 
Held: That the classificat 


ance with the views here expressed. 
Reparation denied. July 29, p. 262. 


ame of U. 8S. et al. vs. G T. of 
anada; case 8224 (41 I, C. C., T45- 
te) Dec. 16, p. 1243. 


T. & S. F» et al.; case 8461 and 
Sub.’ No. (42 I. C. G., 35-36), Dee, 
vs, wir Saf & Rockfish et al.; 
6S (OE ie Sette eae on 
plaint a e class eee 
rules and regulations of oa 
ants appiicatis to the tians ; 
of live stock in less than 
are unjust, unreasonable, unduly 
criminaory and _ otherwise ui : 
peed on (1) be gp Mme 
applie o such shipmen 
reasonable in so far as they bem 
the minima herein found reasonable. 
(2) The sandar he basic values. lim- 
iting the or of the carrier for 
animals so sh ae are nresweae 
in so far as t ey are less t the 
valuations herein found reasonable. 
(3) Rates should not increase’for in- 
creased value above the reasonable 
standard values by percentages 
excess of 2 per: cent for each 50 per 


_cent or fraction thereof of value °in 


excess of such standard. (4) 
provisions in the classifications ond 
tariffs of defendants requiring ship- 
pers to furnish attendants with such 
shipments are unreasonable 

should be.canceled. (5) Rates on less- 
than-carload shipments of live stock 
crated found unreasonable to the 
extent that they exceed rates con- 
temporaneously maintained on 

animals uncrated. (6) Provisions of 
defendants’ live-stock contracts will 
be considered in connection with the 
Commission’s investigation 
now pending. In the matter of Bills 
of Lading, Docket 4844. July 22, ‘p. 


788 (41 I. C. C., 393-394). Nov. 4, p. 
895. 


Industrial Railway case, second; in re 
allowances to short lines or railroad 
serving industries; case 4181; cancel- 
lation of rates in connection with 
small lines by carriers in ae clas- 
sification territory; I 5 Ray oe 414; sup-* 
plemental report (41 I. C. C., 2-45). 
Divisions accorded by the W: 

Railroad and connections to the New 
Jersey, Indiana & Illinois R. R. not 
found excessive. Aug. 19, p. ai 


case 8309 (41 I. C. C., 465- 166). 
Claim for reparation on eleven 

shipments of mining machinery f 
Milwaukee, Wis., to Ironwood, 

found to have been abandoabire 
Rate charged for the transportation: 
certain carloads of mining machine 
from i to Bessemer, 


‘age fe 





ag aN eee? at ernest 
<a 7 


ae ey Se ae ¥ 


>= : cho eS ie’ 


found fo nave, Saas "Nove 4 Dy 30 = 
reparation aw: ov. ” ® 
Newport Sand Bank Co. vs. G. 4 Tove 


small lines by poxeseee in Official 
Classification territory and 8, 414; 
seprtomertal report re <da I ©. Ba 68- 
75). (1) Connectin ae directed 
to conform their joint te or — 
ing arrangements with t 
ton & Bath R. to the principles 
herein neeaqnen’, the Northampton 
& Bath R. R. being found to be a 
common mare. er. ()-Dh anne eye or al- 
lowances by common- 
poms og industrial nse 2 ee vary di- 
rectly with the cost of the industrial 
nes’ service to and from the trunk 
because fair divisions or ailow- 
aon for the more y service 
would be excessive for the less costly 
service and the excess would consti- 
tute a pecuniary inducement to the 
controlling industry to route its traf- 
fic by way of the trunk line paying 
he puases ve allowances. 8) 8 nan 
ng reclaim arrangeme sapprove 
ane srneitate prescribed. Aug. 19, 
P. e 
warth Dakota Metal Culv ort. Co. ¥. 
scalily “it. ‘e* Aid 1 &. C,; B37 488). 


Pacific Pratt Distribut s. N. 

Ne ats cone 800h (0 Te * 91. 
194). A car rental charge of of $% r 
we or 3 trip for the use of a - 
ulated car, whee fur- 

Sishea tpon shipper’s wee in the 


to have on unlawful or or unjustly dis. = 
Complaint 


22, p. 167. 
Nort ern Lumber Co. et al. vs. South- 
ern et al.; case 7754 (41 I. c ‘c., 629- 
Dec. 2, p. 1124. 


630). 

Northwestern Consolidated Milling Co. 
et al. vs. C. M. & St. P. et al.; case 
fae #012. -€. C., 683-685). Dec. 2, p. 


Northirestern_ Consolidated Milling Co. 
et al. R. I. & P. case 
bog 44 * & , 439-400): * Nov. 4, Dp. 


Obear- Nester Giese Gn al.; 
case 8227 (41 I. C. G.. aaenisty, Now 
oit’ Barrels to Oklahoma; I. and 8. 795 
(at LC. C., 567-660)." (1) Proposed 


St. Louis, Mo., and points north and 

east basing "aherean, found to have 

‘been justified. (2) Proposed increased 

rates on iron and steel oil barrels from 

Kansas City, Mo., to points in Okla- 

homa have not been justified, Rates 

not in excess of those found reason- 
able in this report permitted to be 

* established. Nov. 25, a 1063. 
‘ommission- vs. 

-; case 4004; see 
TE cars; p. 1119. 

Qklahoma Portland Cement Co. vs. La. 
w. al; a 159- 
160). Dec. 23, 1306. 

om Gecmmereiai Club vs, A. & 8. 

et al.; case 3056 (41 I. C. C., hwy 
Re tion awarded to certain com- 
Pp ts in Commercial Club of 
Omaha vs. A. & S. R. Ry. Co., 18 
on Cc. c. 582. Dee. 11, P. ., 984. ies 
maha Grain Ex prenans 
c C., 523- tae 


al.; case 6688 (40 
Aug. 5, oa 18. 

Oshkosh celsior Mfg. Co. vs. C. M. & 
St. P. et al.; case 7817 and sub. 1 (41 
I. Cc. C., 419-421). (1) Rates on ex- 
celsior in carloads from Oshkosh and 
Menasha, Wis., to Kansas City ané 
Leavenworth, Kan., and Peoria, IIl., 
and from Oshkosh to Des Moines, 
Towa, and St. Louis, Mo., not shown 
to be unreasonable. (2) Rates on ex- 

Isior in carloads from Oshkosh to 
Louis and from Oshkosh and 
Menasha to Peoria found to be unduly 
rejudicial as compared with the rates 
St. Paul, Minn. Nov. 4, p. 899. 
Creamery Co. vs. S. P. et al.; 
4981; Awana Corporation Com- 
mission vs. A. T. & 8. F. et al.; case 


ey te ? wo 8 z 
: za We 
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5422 (42 I. C. be 93-101), On a sec-’ 
these 


ond reh 


certain Zoctinations on fuel oil and 
distillate found need ome ye ner and 
reasonable rates prescribed for the fu- 
ture, (2) Reparation awarded the 
Pacific Creamery Co. Dee, 16, p. 1250. 
Paste Coast-Southwest lumber; I. and 
‘S. 779 (40 I. C. C., 387-394). Proposed 
RES rates on lumber and lumber 
articles from points in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, Idaho, Montana and western 
Canada to points in New Mexico, 
Oklahoma and Texas not justified. 

July 22, p. 204. 
ero transit rules at og momens 
py I. Dae. 8. 807 (41 I. , 395). 
Parliy é Srendortt Co. vs. S. P. et al.; 
8446 (42 I. C. C., 29-80). Dee. 


4, ae ane : 
L. & N. et al; case 
sige (ai rE “o.” C., 623-624). Dec. 2, p- 


Peddler cars; Oklahoma Corporation 
Commission vs. A. T. & 8S. et al.; 
case 4004; in re rates and practices 
in transportation of live stock, pack- 
ing house products and fresh meats 
from southwestern points to packing 
houses and thence to destinations; 
case 4262 (41 I. C, C., 514-517). Rep- 
aration ae ae upon shipments of fresh 
meat and ing house s 
moving in eddler cars prior to date 
of Commission’s report recommending 

ust es ae rates thereon. 
Pp 


Peller, aap Ss vs. et al; 
case 7685 (40 I. Cc. , BB). July 
Pits, A. 8. ¥ Cc. & N. W. et al; 


case 7660 and, three sub. numbers: 
be tt 3 (11 , 605-607). Dec. 9, 


Pitisburgh & On & Ohio 2 states Oe, Co. et al. vs. 
C., 408- 

410)" eresteege c s aed by 
defendant on coal held in cars for 
ssh Lorain, .» not 


July 29, p. 288. 
Pittsburgh Crucible Steel Co. vs. P. Co.; 
case 6859 and others (41 I. C. C., 


in the seven- maximum period 
that any car might be detained with- 
out charge, and found to have been 


we 3 and unreasonable. Dec. 16, 

D. ' 

i eg vay. Foundry & Construc- 
tion Co. ES ae ee apy 


(40 z ©. o 105-108). July 8, p. 80. 

eT Grain Co. vs. B. J. & E.; case 
8213 (41 I. C. C., 608-610). Allegation 
that defendant misrouted certain car- 
loads of grain shi d from Plainfield, 
Iil., and consigned to Chicago, Tll., for 
beyond and to Néw, York, N. Y., with 
instructions to nap at Chica i not 
eine Complaint dismi Dec. 

p 

Plaster, New mogmne: end 8S. 790 and 
other cases (41 I. C. G:, 687-705). (1) 
Proposed increased “earload rates on 
plaster and plaster products, other 
than plaster board, from Garbutt-Oak- 
field district and other points via in- 
terstate routes to points in souruaant- 
ern New York and to points in 
England, found justified. (2) Proposed 
increased carload rates on plaster 
board and on mixed carloads of plas- 
ter and plaster products, including 
plaster board. from Garbutt-Oakfield 
district and other points via interstate 
routes to points in south ern New 
York and in New England territo 
which are higher by more than 8 
cents per ton of 2,000 pounds than the 
rates contemporaneously applied on 
plaster, not justified. (3) Carload 
rates on plaster board and on mixed 
carloads of plaster and plaster board 
from Garbutt-Oakfield district to 
points in the state of New York via 
interstate routes and to points in New 
England and in the states of New Jer- 
sey, Pennsvivania, Marviand. and in 


higher by more than 25 cents per ton 





f 2,000 pounte than the rates on plas- 


+8. and her Poe prod not 
justified. ma arload Bay: o. 
rail routes on plaster og eng 
ucts, including a, Moen 
New Brighton, x pa. interstate 
routes to points in southeastern New 
York or in New England, which are 
higher than the rates contemporane- 
cunty Sree from Chester, Pa., found 
unjustly discriminatory. (5) 
Rates from Chester, Pa., on plaster 
board, in carloads, and on mixed ve 
loads of plaster and plaster board, to 
~— in southeastern New York = 
New England that are higher b 
jo Fo than 25 certs per ton of 2, 000 
pounds than the rates contemporane- 
ously applied to straight carloads of 
laster, ae ie unjustly discriminatory. 


on of bunker icing charges on 
shipments of oysters from the Atlan- 
tic seaboard to western vg Upon 
complaint that the resulting increased 
rates are unreasonable and unjustly 
discriminatory; Held: That the de- 
fendants have justified the increased 
charges on oad shipments of 
a oysters, matt that the in- 
creased Charnes shi of 
shucked Pe mmo ia oe than carloads, 
and of oysters in the shell in carloads, 
ha been shown to be reason-— 


they would t oreafter discontinue the 
absorpti 


cases not 
brooms more than 45 inches —e 
Complaint dismissed. July 22, p. 165. 
Poteau Coal & Mercantile fr vs. A. & 
8. al.; case 6287 (40 Cc. C., 459- 
464). The complainant sumed for the 


reinstatement of joint rates on 
= Witteville,  ” ints aa 


penren' 

At Pehe hearing certai 
the Commission to determine whether 
The Fort Be  ~ Poteau & Western 
Ry. ch_ serves cocnpeanaat 'S 
mine at. Witteville, is a 

rier, and, if so, to fix divisions/of ce 
reinst ed joint rates. Upon all the 
eviden eld: (1) The rates age 
attack were unreasonable in 
amount that they exceeded the joint 
through rates formerly in effect and 
reparation awarded accordingly. (2) 
The Fort Smith Poteau & Western Ry. 
Co, is a common carrier. The ques- 
tion of divisions i for further con- 
sideration. July 29, p. 258. 

Powell- Myers Lumber Co. vs. lL. ? N. 
et al.; case 7949; cross ties (41 I. C, 
c., 374- 375). Nov. i B 894, 

Powell-Myers Lumber Co. vs. L. & N. 
et al.; case 7411; reconsignment and 
diversion (41 I. C. C., 372-374). Nov. 
» P. . 

Powell-Myers Lumber Co. vs. L. & N. 
et al.; case 8009; cross ties (41 I. C. 
C., 385-386). Nov. 4, p. 895. 

Powell- Myers Lumber Co.-vs. B. & O. 
8S, W. et al.; 7. $944 .(41 I. C. C., 
425-426). Nov. 4, 900. 

Prey Bros. & Coo . Live ge 5 Com- 
mission ag vs. & P. .; case 
bgt am (40 I. C. Cc. 658- B60) ohily 29, 


Procter we Gamble Distributing Co. vs. 
& V. et al.; case 8012; Fourt See 
ton applications 468 468, 461 (40 L Cc. 


373-376). Upon complaint 7 Sasol 
rates on lard gubstitute in carloads 








ee vi 
. ‘. - 
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Macon, 
Ga.., Paes Se ee wake Se Lane 
rd riminatery, and’ represent -# 
ad Pa na’ and represen rt 
om ures from the Fourth Section o: 
Me 8; act; Held, (1) That the finding ‘of the 
ow Commission in Through Rates to 
re Rolnts in Louisiana and Texas, 38 I. 
iS= : ron ‘153, disposes of the allegations 
= Sbrsth made respecting the reasona~ 
(5) bleness of the rates, their discrimina- 
er tory character, and of the allegation 


ir that they exceed the aggregate of the 


to intermediate rates. (2) That the 
_ matter of through rates in contraven- 
y tion of the iau-nesd- short-haul rule 
00 of the Fourth Section be reserved for 
e- further consideration, following Proc- 
of ter & Gamble Distributing . vs. 


y- A. & page 367. 
Coantaine’ A without preju- 
dice. gg ee p. 202 

Procter & . V8, 
A. & V. et al.; seats. 8011 and 8011, 

_ 1, and portions of Fourth 
tion applications , 696, &, 689, 461 (40 
a a agg Upon -pomiplaint 
thet, rates wder, 
cleansing powder an and lard. stitute 
from Ivorydale, Ohio, and St. Bernard, 
Ohio, suburbs of Cincinnati, Ohio, 
and Kansas City, Mo., and Kan- 
sas City, Kan., to poihts in the 
state of Louisiana are wunreason- 
able, unjustly discriminatory and 
constitute departures hae «| the — 
field: G)- "That “the. find ear Lo 
e e 

Commission in ne in 


Poa in oleae” on Texas, 38, ® 


Ro Selantine ite x S one a Men a Jone 


of the rates neces — the allega 
tions that they exceed the 
of the Setarmnedinte rates. (2) That 
the matter of rates alleged to be 
contravention of the long-and-short- 
haul rule of the Fourth Section be re- 
served for further consideration, (3) 
That existing rates from Cincinnati 
unjustl discriminate against that 
point in favor of Chicago, Ill. (4) 
t readjustments of rates in re- 
sponse to findings of the Commission 
in Through Rates to Points in Louisi- 
) ana and Texas may © an order 
: to remove discrimination unneces- 


1Seenasl PTs 


mine t< OS 


Stee 


we vee | 
| 


= ~~ 


sary. Complaint dismissed without 
prejudice. uly 22, p. 200. 
J Procter & Gamble vs. A. & 8S. et al; 
; case 8226, ra 1; see Globe ae Co. 
’ * vs. same; 83. 
af Produce Distributors’ Co, vs. 
F ’ , < — (40 I. C. o 17. 19). 
eiovibetet ‘Fruit and Produce Exchange 
et al. vs. M. St. P. & 8S. Ste. Marie 
et_al.; case 7309 (40 I. C. C., 45-48). 


July 1, p. 11. 
Purity Oats Co. vs & Q. et 
o 7874 (40 I. c. Ss. Piatt 532). suis 


268. 
Rea‘ Cedar Shingle Manufacturers’ Assn. 
Ret E. & 


y Case, receiver) » Cc. B. Q. 
et al.; He pony 7885 (41 I. C. C., 422-424). 
Nov. 4, p. 900. 

* Reid, Murdoch & Co. vs. BE. I. et 
al.: case 8246 (41 I. C. ete 747-748). 
Dec. 9, p. 1182. 

Rice te Tex. and I. and 8S. 769 
(40 I. C. C., 285- 290) i) Proposed in- 


pl “rates on clean rice from pro- 
ducing points in Texas, Louisiana and 
Arkansas, from New Orleans, La., 
from gulf points, and from Memphis, 
Tenn., to interstate destination, with 

7 certain exceptions, found justified. (2) 
Proposed increased rates on rough 
rice and on rice products found not 
justified. Aug. 12, p. 381. 

Richmond Commercial Club vs. L. & N. 
et al.; case 7128; Fourth Section ap- 
plication 1952 (40 I. CG. C., 451-458). 
(1) The rates in effect on she" date of 
hearing from Cincinnati, Ohic, and 
Louisville, Ky., to Richmond, Ky., 
applicable on through interstate traf- 
fic from points in the north and west, 
not shown to have been unreasonable 
or unduly peweSeie to Richmond. 
(2) Application for relief from the re- 
quirements of the fourth section in 
connection with rates from eastern 
points to Winchester, Ky., and inter- 
mediate points on the Louisville & 
paris R.. R. denied. June 29, p. 


ao pits vs. A. & 8S. eet 
et al; case 4521, etc. (40 IL. C.; 

501- 502). 2? Awards of Be RS do 
not depend upon the solvency or in- 
solvency of the carriers concerned. 


Vinw 


Roanoke * eireca & Lumber 


Robinson «gg. Co. vs, 


Royal Millin 


Ruby Mfg. Co. vs. G. H. & S. A. et al.; 
Rundle Mi Mie. Co. vs. C, 


santord-Day Iron Works et al. vs. L. 


Sange vs. H. & 
aes & C. e, 732-734). Dec. 16, 


seudder B., vs. M. L. & FT. R. RR. & 
8. te” et al.; ~ 8449 (42 I. C. C., 
Tes ies) Dec. 1806, 


—. pipe from ee Fla., and 


sheldon Bottling Works \s Cc. 
"Bt Bg, Aha Live ‘Stock Exchange vs, 


micas 


Sioux City comers Clap Traffic Bu- 


Sloss Shemield Steel and Iron Co, + 


(2) ss args ge required ih a 4 
in hae carriers defen 


Co. et al. 
N. S.; case _ (41 1. C. C., 431- 
133). Nov. 4, 


Robinson Clay eh Co, vs. P. Co. 


et al.; case 8452 and sub. 1 (41 I. C. 
C., 475-476). Nov. 4, p. 903. 


Robinson Clay Product Co. vs. A. Cc. & 


_— I. C, Cy 177- 


P. Co.. et 
“4 (41 I. C. C., 465-456). 


t al.: case 7820 
iis) July 15, p. 


al.; case 8 
Nov. 4, Dp. 


— ‘Manufacturing - vs. C. B 


. & Q. 
et al.; case yg (39 I. Cc. C., 744- 
746). ‘July 1, p 
Cb. 4 G. N.; case 7892, 
ete, (41 IL. C., 29-35). (1) Where the 
rate for the carriage of a commodity 
is no more than is just and reason-. 
able for the through service, there 
is no ground, in the absence of un- 
due prejudice or unjust discrimina- 
tion, for requiring the performance of 
a special and expensive service with- 
out additional charge. (2), Milling-in- 
transit on applicable on Montana 
wheat milled at Great Falls, Mont., 
for eastern and western terminals not 
shown to be unreasonable or unduly 
prejudicial. Aug. 5, p. 3365. 
















case tis (41 C. C., 735-736). Dec. 


& N. W. et al; 
agg eA * a I. C. C., 749-750). Dec. 
» P. 


N case 8049; portion of 
Fourth Section Application 1952 (41 I. 
Cc. C., 10-12). Ae tes charg for 
the icpacotete on of soxtaden less- 
than carload shipments of iron ar- 
ticles from once yo Cleveland, 
nigger ane Piteeon. Ohi 0; Louisville, 

rh Pittsburg. Pa., to Knox- 

e, ‘Tenn., found to have been un- 
reasonable to the extent that they ex- 
ceeded aggregates of intermediate 


rates. Reparation to be made. (2) 
Portion of Fourth Section Ap aetee 
as - 


1952, ied Be Ml the Louisville 
ye n which authority is 
e ie ‘saaeboan rates on less-than- 
rload shipments of iron bolts, nuts, 
vivets and washers from Cincinnati, 


Ohio, Louisville, Ky., to Knoxville, 
Tenn., in excess of the Peon ot 


intermediate rates to and m Croy- 
nl a. pags An” " 
ros. 


Plone. of Fourth Section Applica- 

= 703 and 1573; I. and S. 733 (40 

C., 568-572). July 29, p. 270. — 

et al.; .". 7814 (40 I. C. C., 527- 
638)" Aug. 5, 318. 


Cc. 
t al.; case 7110 (40 
| 2 us. 494). et 29, p. 248. ’ 
City Traffic Bureau of the Com- 
omar gr Club vs. ‘eo ee. Express 

t al.; case 7101 (39 I. C. C., 703- 
i. ra 1) Rates for transportation by ex- 
press between Sioux Iowa, and 
paints in the state of South Dakota 
not shown to be unreasonable. (2) 
The present relation of rates for 


outh Dakota, yor between 
the same South Dakota ints and 
Sioux Falls, Mitchell, Aberdeen, Wat- 
ertown and Yankton, 8. D., gives an 
undue preference to Sioux Falls, 
Mitchell, Aberdeen, Watertown and 
Yankton and results, in undue and un- 
reasonable prejudice and disadvanta 
to Sioux City. Defendants ordered fo 
remove this unjust discrimination. 
July 1, p. 25. 


reau et al. vs. C. & et al.; case 
7821 (41 I. C. C., 518-521). Rates from 
Sioux City, Iowa, to points in Kansas, 
Oklahoma and Missouri on corn and 
corn products originating at specified 
oints on the Great Northern Ry. in 
innesota, not shown of record to be 
unreasonable, unjustly discriminatory 
he baer 4 preferential as alleged. Dec. 
al. 

case 4800 (40 I. C, 


vs. L. & N, et al.; 


Springfield 
L. & 


Stacy, C. 


ea % —_ . Fie ee Men’s 


c., 133-744), pon examination of 
re’ which have 

filed with, Mw. Sonienlasin purs _ to. 
the supplemental report herein, ms 
Cc. C., 460, this second saenicieaat 
report is issued to agrees certain 


confusion which exists and to facili- 
tate the disposition of the reparation 
matters involved. Aug. 5,-p. 333. 


Southwestern Portland Cement Co., Ps 


vs. T. & P. et al.; case 7751 (i I res 
C., 39-41). Charges collected by "de- 
fendants for the transportation of 
coal in earloads' from Hale 
Okla., to El Paso, Tex., not found to 
be unreasonable or otherwise in vio- 
lation of Fig act. Complaint dis- - 
missed. 12, p. 388. 


Spaulding Wevator Co. vs. 


Canadian 
Pacific et road ea age (40 L OAc, 


22-23). < ae 
baa ay os et al. ye: 
N.; eae 8273 (41 I. C. G., 
454), Noy. 4, p. 901. 
N., By Southern’ et al.; case 
6518 parts f te Oe Section {bplica- 
ge bat (41 I. C. C., 654-656). 


p 
Standard Lumber Co, ki N. 0. & N. EB. 


et al.; case 12495 (42 I. C. G., 89-40). 


‘is, 


Dec. 
Standard Mie ‘So. vs. C. &-N. W. et 


al.; case 8454 (41 I. C. C., 365-367). 
Upon petition for refund or cancella- 
tion of alleged overcharges on ship- 
ménts of prepared poor: eage Be ete., 
from Chicago Heights, I 
destinations in ontana, liane ana and 
Wyoming; Held, That charges were 
correctly Sn: Complaint dis- 
missed; Oct. 28, p. 853. 


Steamer lines foun “Norfolk to Balti- 


more, ¥., and Richmond; see Boat 
lines; p. 534. 

Stimson, J. B., Southern et al.; case 
A I. co *O., 169- -170). Truly 16, 16, 
sthmsen, 2 Vv. Hardwood Lumber Co. 
et al. v c. R. I. & P.; case 7459 (41 

Cc. c. *408- ~406), Nov. 4, p. 897. 
gttiestn 3. V., vs. B. & O. S. W. et al; 
gy $357 (41 tT “é. C., 640-641). Dec. 
» PD 
Stoppa ey transit ons; I. 


and § Bw (39 I. C. of fart 731-733). 
ncellation of rules 


the stopping in transit Tor the pe ship- 
ments 0 arm e 
ee lh ig) sare 


of partial u 4 
Line territory i uly a p. 18. 


Stone; in zs divisions of joint rat 


points in Indiana to points in see 


Ry. and Bedford 
Wallner R. R., which are short lines 
of railroad in the es Sy stone dis- 
trict of Indiana, found to be common 
carriers controlied by their Spec 
patrons and divisions allowed them by 
their trunk line connections out of 
joint rates eo henge A of a reasonable 
switching ch $3 per car 

traffic found ee i. (2) 
attributed by shippers of stone from 
Kentucky points to discrimination al- 
leged in favor of shippers in the Bed- 
ford stone districts vhecue the di- 
visions received by the originating 
carriers in that district controlled b 
a | le there, not proven. Oct... 21, 


Storage; ag? “— Stora; 


794 (40 I. C. C., 265-26 68). Te epeeat 
increased charges for po e of do- 
mestic and cmport freight held at New 
York Harbor points, found to have - 
been justified. July 22, p. 190. - 
e of, vs. 
F. et al.; case 8088 (41 I. 
Passenger fares between 


ao G. 3 9). 
ints at- 


St. Louis, Mo., and Illinois 
tacked as unreasonable and unjustl uly 
discriminatory against St. Louis a 
unduly preferential in favor of Hast 
St. Louis, Chicago and other Illinois 
ints; Held, That—(1) Passenger 
fares between St. Louis and Mlinols 
ints are unreasonable in so far as 
they are in excess of fares constructed 
upon a basis of 2.4 cents per mile ® Mise 
a reasonable’ toll for crossin 4 
sissippi River. (2) The exist 
tolls for crossing the Mississippi wee 
at St. Louis and at Keokuk, Ia., are 
reasonable. (3) Passenger fares be- 
tween St. Louis y= oye points 
subject St. Louis and : 
traffic to undue and aa 
prejudice and disadvantage to the ex- 
tent that said fares exceed thé. 
between. Hast St. Louis and the 


NRA Se 
RE ia 








. 


Illinois points by more than a reason- 
able bridge toll. (% Bridge tolls ex- 
cluded, passenger fares between St. 
Louis and Illinois points subject St. 
Louis and its passenger c to un- 
due and unreasonable prejudice and 
disadvantage to the extent that ‘said 
fares exceed the fares between Chi- 
cago and those same Illinois points 
when the distances are approximately 
equal. (5) Passenger fares between 
Keokuk and Illinois points are unrea- 
sonable in so far as they are in ex- 
cess of fares constructed upon a basis 
of 2.4 cents per mile plus a reasonable 
toll for crossing the Mississippi River. 
(6) Passenger fares between Keokuk 
and Illinois points subject Keokuk and 
its passenger traffic to undue and un- 
reasonable prejudice and disadvantage 
to the extent that said fares exceed 
the fares between points directly op- 
posite Keokuk and those same IIli- 
nois points by more than a reasonable 
bridge toil. (7) Bridge tolls excluded 
passenger fares between Keokuk an 
Illinois points subject Keokuk and its 
passenger traffic to undue and unrea- 
sonable prejudice and disadvantage to 
the extent that said fares exceed the 
fares between Chicago and those same 
Illinois points where the distances are 
approximately equal. (8) The intra- 
state passenger fares on the reason- 
ably direct lines of defendants lying 
in territory intermediate to Chicago 
on the north, and St. Louis and Keo- 
kuk on the south and. southwest, im- 
pose an unlawful burden on interstate 
commerce to the extent that the basis 
er mile of said fares is less than the 
sis per mile for fares for interstate 
passenger travel between St. Louis 
and Keokuk ‘and [Illinois points situate 
in the general territory first described 
and reached by reasonably direct 
routes of defendants’ lines. (9) De- 
fendants required to remove discrim- 
ination where found to be unjust. 
Aug. 5. p. 351. 
t. Louis (Mo.)-Illinois powecnasr fares; 
TI. and 8. 796. (41 L C. C,, 584-601), (1) 
Certain increases in fares proposed 
by the Illinois Traction System for the 
transportation of passengers between 
St. Louis, Mo., and Venice, Madison 
and Granite City, TL, found justified. 
(2) Interstate fares prescribed by a 
municipa] ordinance are not conclu- 
sively presumed to be _ reasonable, 
even if accepted by the interstate car- 
rier as one of the conditions of a 
franchise. . (3) The St. is Electric 
Terminal Ry. Co. is. dco on carrier 
of passengers and freight in interstate 
commerce, and as such it is subject 
to the jurisdiction of this Commission. 
(4) Tariff item providing for the sale 
of commutation tickets valid only 
during specified ‘“‘rush’ hours, tenta- 
tively approved. Dec. 9, p. 1171. 


t. Louis (Cupples Station) terminal 
regulation; I. and. 8. 741 (40 I. C. C., 
425-435). The Wabash and Chicago & 
Alton railroads, at Cupples Station, 
St. Louis, Mo., propose, without charge 
to the consignee, to unload carload 
freight onto trucks and lift it, by ele- 
vator, from the depressed track level 
to the station platform on the street 
level, where the freight will be re- 
ceived from trucks, in some instances 
at points on the platform contiguous 
to warehouse doors by certain con- 
signees located in various buildings 
which stand adjacent to and partially 
surround the station; and in some in- 
stances at a space on the platform 
opening out on a driveway leading to 
Spruce street by consignees who have 
no direct connection with the station 
and who have to haul away their 
freight by wagon. Certain warehouse- 
men who receive their carload freight 
from private sidings, at their own ex- 
.pense for unloading, complain that by 
reason of the free service described 
earload shipments of freight, princi- 
pally pool cars, are attracted through 
that station that otherwise would 
ecome to them for distribution for hire; 
Held, That, although about 85 per 
cent of the station’s freight is han- 
died for consignees with warehouses 
immédiatelvy adjacent to the station 
platform, Cupples Station is a bona 
fide railroad station, and that under 
the peculiar conditions there existing 
the practice described does not un- 

discriminate against other 
shippers ‘who receive freight through 
_the station or in favor of all patrons 
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of the, station against receivers of 
freight from team tracks, private sid- 
ings, or other public freight stations 
in St. Louis; and that the arrange- 
ment under which Cupples Station is 
operated is unusual but not in itself 
unlawful, and upon this record is not 
shown to result in discrimination be- 
tween patrons of the station or other- 
wise to be in violation of the Act to 
regulate commerce. July 29. p. 248. 

Sulzberger & Sons Co. of America ys. 
M. St. P. & S. S. M. et al.; case 7764 
(40 1. C. C., 173-175). July 15, p.*130. 

Swift & Co, vs. L. V. et al.; case 8499; 
Swift Canadian Co., Ltd. vs. G. T. of 
Canada; case 8516 (42 I. C. C., 47- 
49). Dec. 16, p. 1245. 

Swift & Co. vs. A. C. L. et al; case 
8484 (42 I. C. C., 83-85). Refusal of 
defendants to make an allowance to 
complainant for loading fresh meats 
into cars on car floats at New York, 
found not justified by tariff. Tariff 
provision requiring shippers to load 
fresh meats into cars on car floats for 
forwarding via the Hoboken Manufac- 
turers’ Railroad, without allowance 
for such loading, found not justified. 
Dec. 16, p. 1249, ; 

Swift & Co. vs. Southern et al.; case 
7593 (40 I. C, C., 93). July 8, p. 79. 

Swift & Co. vs. L. & N. et-al.; case 7524 
(40 I. C. C., 56-58). July 1, p. 21. 

Switching charges at S. Oma Neb., 
No. 2; I. and S. 806 (42 I. C. C., 3871- 
374). Proposed increased switching 
charges on the terminal] railroad oper- 
ated by the Union Stock Yards Co. in 
South Omaha, Neb., found justified. 
Dec. 30, p. 1363. 

Sulphuric acid from New Orleans; I. and 
S. 810 (42 I. C, C., 200-205). Proposed 
increased rates on sulphuric acid in 
tank-car loads from New Orleans, 
La., to New York, N. Y¥., and other 










































































eastern points, not justified. Proposed | 
rate to Hopewell, Va., justified: Dec. 
80, p. 1361. . 


Tap lines; see milling logs in transit on 
tap lines; p 324. 

Tap Jines; see Butler County R, R. di- 
visions; p. 388. ; 

Tap ‘lines; joint. fates with Washing- 
ton Western; see lumber; p, 1237. 
Tap lime case; see Louisiana and Pine 

Bluff ‘divisions; p. 261, 


Tennessee Coffee Co. vs. South et 
al.; cases 7176, 7177, 7178, 7179, 7185, 
7186, 7255 (41 I. C. C., 336-361).. On 
the fatts adduced of record in these 
cases, Held: (1) Rates for the trans- 
portation of nitrate of soda in car- 
loads from Charleston, S. C., and Sa- 
vannah, Ga., to Copperhill, Tenn., 
found unreasonable, and reasonable 
maximum rates prescribed for the 
future. (2) Rates for the transporta- 
tion of nitrate of soda in carloads 
from Pensacola, Fla., 
leans, La., to Copperhill, Tenn., not 
found unreasonable or unjustly dis- 
criminatory. (No. 7176.) (3) Rate of 
82 cents per’ 100 pounds for the trans- 
portation of nitric acid in carloads 
from Great Falls, S. C., to Copperhill, 
Tenn., not found unreasonable. (No. 
7177.) (4) Rate of $1.80 per ton for 
the transportation,of coke in carloads 
from Josephine and Dorchester Junc- 
tion, Va., to Copperhill, Tenn., not 
found unreasonable. (No. 7178.) (5) 
Rates for the transportation of lum- 
ber, logs, poles and cross ties in car- 
loads from Murphy, N..C., and Eili- 
jay, Sweet Gum and McCullough, Ga., 
to Copperhill, Tenn., not found wun- 
reasonable. (No. 7179.) (6) Rates for 
the transportation of lead dross and 
pig lead in carloads from Copperhill, 
Tenn., to Baltimore, Md., and other 
points, mentioned in the report, and 
for the transportation of sheet lead in 
carloads from Baltimore and some of 
such points to Copperhill, not found 
unreasonable. ~ (No. 7185.) (7) Rates 
for the transportation of pig lead in 
carloads from Copperhill, enn., to 
Atlanta, Ga., and for the transporta- 
tion of sheet lead in carloads from At- 
lanta to Copperhill found unreasonable 
and .reasona@ble maximum rates pre- 
scribed for the future. (No. 7186.) (8) 
Rates for the transportation of cop- 

r bullion in carloads from Copper- 
ill, Tenn., to Baltimore, Md., and 
Perth Amboy, N. J., and to certain 
Virginia and South Atlantic rts 
mentioned in the report, not found 
unreasonable or unjustly discrimina- 
tory. (No. 7186.) (9) Rates on inter- 
state shipments of coal in carloads 


and New Or- 


Terhune Lumber Co. vs. N. 


Bj 270. 
Thomson-Diggs Co.. vs. 


ecertain Ok 


Union Lumber Co. vs. G 


from Groups A, B and on the line 
of the Louisville & Nashville R. R. 
Co., to Copperh 

unreasonable or unjustly discrimina- 
tory. (No. 7255.) Oct. 28, p. *.. a 
et al.; case 8435 (42 I. C/C., 28). Dec. 
16, 1244, 


Terminal regulation; see St. Louis (Cup- 


ry Station) terminal regulations; p. 


Tex-O-Cide Chemical Co. vs. 


T. & P, 
et al.; case 7912 (40 I. C. C., 594-596). 
July 29, 

& Ss. FY 


A. T. 
et al.; case 8457 (42 I. C. C., p. 319- 
320)., Dec. 30, p. 1363. 


Thorne, Neale & Co. vs. Wabash et al.; 


case 7747 (40 L C. C., 88-90). July 1, 


p. 21 


Toch Bros. vs. C. of G. et’al.; case 8125 


(41 I. Cc. C., 368-370). Reparation 
awarded because of the collection of 
an unreasonable charge for the stor- 
age of four barrels of liquid paint at 
Augusta, Ga. Nov. 4, p. 893. 


Torrey Cedar Co. vs. C 


~ & N. W.; case 
8374 and Sub. 1 (42 I. C. C.,;-17-18). 
Dec. 16, p. 1244. 


Torrington, town of, Wyoming, vs. C. B. 


& Q.; case 7803 (40 I. C. C., 612-514). 
July 29, p. 266. 


Transcontinental Freight Co. vs. C. B. 


& Q.; case 8972 (42 I. C. C., 53). Dee. 


9, p. 1184 


Transcontinental Freight Co. vs. C. B. 


& Q..et al.; case 8218 (41 I. C. C., 442- 
443). Nov. 4, p. 901. 


Transcontinental rates; in re reopening 


Fourth Section me ONY 205, 342, 
343, 344, .849, 350, 352, 10336, 9813 
10110, 10126, 10155, 10186 and 10189 (46 
I. C.. CK 36-42). (1) Order respecting 
Fourth Section Applications 205, 342, 
343, 344, 349, 350 and 352 rescinded, 
effective Sept. 1, 1916, in so:far as it 
affords to the. carriers any greater de- 
gree of. relief from the provisions of 
the fourth section on Schedule C ar- 
ticles than. is affofded by Fourth Sec- 
tion Order 124 of April 29, 1916, re- 
specting what are designated as Sched- 
ule B commodities. described in Com- 
modity -Rates_ to Pacific Coast -Ter- 
minals, 34 I, C..C.,.13. (2) Order re- 
specting Fourth Section Application 
10336, rescinded, effective Sept, 1, 1916. 
(3) Orders respecting Fourth Section 
Applications 9813, 10110, 10126, 10155, 
10186: and 10189. rescinded, effective 
Sept. 1, 1916. July 1, p. 9. 


Trans-Mississippi Grain Co. vs. C. B. 


& Q et al; case 8333 (41 I. C. C., 
612-614). Dec. 9, p. 1177. 


Transit to Kansas points; I. and S. 783 


(40 -I. C. C., 358-366). Proposed re- 
striction of respondents’ transit ar- 
rangement now in effect at Atchison 
and Leavenworth, Kan., on grain prod- 
ucts and grain, drawn from Omaha 
and South Omaha, Neb., and Council 
Bluffs, Iowa, and reshipped to Mis- 
sissippi River and points east thereof, 
found to be justified under the cir- 
cumstances of this case. Order of 
suspension vacated. July 22, p. 197. 


Trexler Lumber Co. vs. Southern; case 


7235 and subs. 1 and 2 (39 L C. C., 
753-754). July 1, p. 19. 


Tulsa Traffic.Assn. vs. A. T. & S&S. F. 


et al; 7854; Fourth Section Ap- 
plicatiohs 963 and 1766 (40 L CGC. C., 
9-15). (1) Upon complaint that class 
rates maintained by defendants from 
New Orleans, La., to Tulsa, Okla., are 
unreasonable and unjustly diserimina- 
tory; Held, That the evidence fails to 
show that the rates are unreasonable 
or otherwise in violation of the act. 
(2) Rates on certain commodities from 
New Orleans, La., and Galveston, Tex., 
not found unreasonable, but a read- 
justment oy defendants of rates to 
ahoma points suggested, 
(3) Applications of defendants for re- 
lief from the long-and-short-hayl pro- 
vision of the fourth section with re- 
spect to lower class and commodity 
rates from New Orleans to Joplin and 
Neosho, Mo., than are contempora- 
neously maintained to Tulsa, Okla., 
granted. July 1, p. 21. ° 
.. Be Bis 
ones 7653 (41 IL. C. C., 411-413). Nov. 


» Dp. 898. 
Union Saw Mill Co. vs. St. L. I. M. & 8S. 


et al.; case 7962; portion of Fourth 
Section Application 629 (40 L C.. C., 
661-666). (1) Rates charged for the 
transportation of furniture, in car- 
loads, from St. Louis, Mo., and struc- 
tural steel, in carloads, from Mem- 


ill, Tenn., not found 
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phis, Tenn., to Huttig, Ark., not found 
urreasonable. (2) Rates charged for 
the transportation of wood-working 
machinery, stoves, and cement, in 
carloads, from St. Louis to Huttig, 
found unreasonable to the extent that 
they exceeded the aggregate of the 
rates contemporaneously in effect to 
and from Litroe, La. (3) Shipment of 
lumber from Huttig to Eigin, Okla., 
found to have been misrouted. Rep- 
aration awarded. (4) Fourth section 
relief denied. July 29, p. 293. 

VU. S. vs. A. & V. et al.; cases 7963 and 
8372 (40 I. C. C., 405-407). First class 
rating provided in Southern Classifi- 
cation on postal cards, envelopes and 
newspaper wrappers, stamped, when 
shipped for the account of the govern- 
ment on government bills of lading in 
ears protected by government locks 
and seals, minimum weight 306,000 

pounds, found ‘just and reasonable and 
ceaecribed as a reasonable maximum 
rating in Official and Western Classifi- 
ae eo territories. July 22, p. 207. 

Uz. D. & R. G.; case 1699 (41 L 
o o. “712-716). Upon reconsideration, 
demurrage charges on certain carloads 
of cement held at Thistle Junction, 
Utah, awaiting placement at Diamond 


Switch, about two and one-half miles’ 


away, conformably to orders for 
placement given by complainant’s rep- 
resentatives, found and held to have 
been legally assessed under applicable 
—. en Complaint dismissed. 
Dec. p. 1240. 

United ‘Clear Manufacturers’ Co. +e 
Cc. & 8S. F. et al.; case 7199 (39 I 
C., 737-738). July 1, p. 19. 

United Lumber Co. et al. vs. B. & O.; 
ease 8292 (41 I. C. C., 460-461). Noy. 
4, p. 902. 

Virginia, state Corporation commission 
of, vs. C. & O. et al.; case 7469 (40 
I. C. C., 24-34). Upon the facts of 
record, Held: (1) Defendants’ class 

rates from the Virginia cities to points 
in eastern North Carolina not shown 
to be unreasonable either in them- 
selves or relativély. (2) Such rates 
not shown to unjustly discriminate 
against the Virginia cities or to un- 
duly favor Cincinnati and Louisville. 
Complaint dismissed. July 1, p. 33. 

Vulcan Iron Works Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. 
et al.; case 3340; iron and steel to 
Colorado points; I. and S. 714 (41 I. C. 
_C., 76-82). On the facts of record 
here the Commission adheres to its 
finding in the Iron and Steel Cases, 
36 I. C. C., 86, 98, that a rate of 60 
cents per 100 pounds on certain iron 
and steel articles from St. Louis and 
points taking the same rate ta Denver, 
will be a reasonable maximum through 
rate for the future; but on the further 
evidence adduced it is also found that 
the maintenance of that rate con- 
temporaneously with lower rates on 
wrought iron and other pipe of the 
kind herein described from and to the 
same points would give to the eastern 
manufacturers of such pipe an undue 
advantage to the undue prejudice and 
disadvantage of the Denver manufac- 
turers of riveted and welded pipe. 
The respondents are required so to 
readjust their rates as to avoid such 
— voha a and disadvantage. 


438. 
Wadgetl- Whitams Lumber Co. vs. M. L. 
re SF & 8. S. Co. et al.; case 
7836, (40 r “a. C., 402-404). July 22, 


207. 
Walsh & Weidner Boiler se vs. South- 


ern et al.; ~~ 8210 (41 I. C. C., 621- 
622). Dec. 2, 1124. 

Walsh & Weidnor Boiler Co. vs. C. H. 
& D. et al.; case 8222; part = Fourth 
Section Application 2061 (41 I. Cc. C., 
457-459). (1) Rate charged by de- 
fendants for the transportation of a 
ecarload of fire brick from Rempel, 
Ohio, to Laurel, Miss., found to have 
been illegal and unreasonable. Repa- 
ration awarded. (2) Application for 
authority to continue to charge rates 
on fire brick from Rempel, Ohio, to 
New Orleans, La., lower than the 
rates contemporaneously charged to 
Laurel, Miss., and other intermediate 
points, granted, provided the rates to 
the intermediate ints do not exceed 
the lowest combination of rates on 
New Orleans, La., or other gulf ports. 
Nov. 4, p. 901. 

Wapeagren, Public Service Commission 
of, vs. A. & V. et al.; case 8571 (42 I. 
Cc. c., 4: 64). ‘All-year excursion pas- 
senger fare and summer tourist ex- 
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cursion Benge pel fares from Chicago, 
Ill, to San Francisco, Cal., licable 
in either direction by way of oP Rosttie. 
Wash., or Portland, Ore., found un- 
duly prejudicial to the extent that 
they exceed the corresponding fares 
contemporaneously in effect from Chi- 
cago to San Francisco, applicable in 
either direction by way of New Or- 
page ~ La., or El Paso, Tex. Dec. 9, 
Dp. 

Wedron White Sand Co. vs. C. B. & Q. 
et al.; case 7504 (40 I. C. C., 483-484). 
Aug, 12, p. 383. 

Western Carolina Lumber and Timber 
Ass’n vs. Southern; case 8275 (41 I. 
C.: C., 758-756). Dec. 16, p. 1244. 

Western Chemical Manufacturing Co. vs. 

. & R. G. et al; _ 7848 (40 I. C. 
C., 629-530). Aug. 5, p. 318. 

Western Consolidated Coal Co. vs. C. 

H. & S. E.; case 7445 (40 I. C. C., jag 
§45). Aug. 12, p. 383. 

Western Felt Tc vs. Wabash et al.; 

ar 3747 (40 I. ©. C., 7-9). July 1, 


p 

Western Grocer Co. et a B. & O 
et al.; case 7700 (40 L ‘oY *C., 53- -55). 
July 1, p. 21. 

Wheat rates from Oklahoma points to 
Memphis and other points; I. and S. 
286 (41 I. C. C., 389-392). Nov. 4, p. 


895. 

“Wicker, J. U., et al. vs. St. L. & S. 
et al.; case 8037 (40 I. C. C., 695- Son. 
Aug. 5, p. 332. 

Williams Stave Co. vs. Morgan’s La. & 
Tex. R. R. & S. S. Co.; case 8230 (40 
I. C. C., 165-166). July 15, p. 130. 

Williamson, H. B., vs. A. T. & S. F. et 
al.; case 8335 (42 I. C. C., 11-12). 
Dec. 16, p. 1244. 

Wisconsin Granite Co. vs. C. & N. W.; 
case 8543 (42 I. C. C., 45-46). Dec. 
16, p. 1245. 


Wisconsin and Arkansas Lumber Co. et 
al..vs. St. L. I. M. & S. et al.; case 
8194 and Sub. 1 (41 L. C. C.,, 642- 648). 
(1) Rates on yellow pine lumber from 
Little Rock and Malvern, Ark., to 
Thebes and East St. Louis, Ill, St. 
Louis and Kansas City, Mo., and 
Wichita, Kan., not found unreason- 
able. (2) Rates on yellow pine lum- 
ber from Malvern to Memphis, Tenn., 
and from Malvern and Little Rock 
to Springfield, Carthage and Joplin, 
Mo., Pittsburg, Coffeyville and Fort 
Scott, Kan., and agoner, Okla., 
found unreasonable. Reasonable maxi- 
am rates prescribed. Dec. 16, p. 


Woodson & Graves vs. Virginian Ry. et 
.. : cee 7711 (40 I. C. C., 80-82). July 
» DD 7 

Wool from California; I. and S. 804 (41 
I. C. C., 314-316). (1) Proposed tariff 
rule, providing that shipments of wool 
in grease, in bales, from California 
points to eastern destinations must 
be compressed to a density of 15 
pounds per cubic foot, found justified 
as to sheared wool, but not as to 
‘‘pulled’’ wool, for which the density 
prescribed should not exceed 12 pounds 
per cubic foot. (2) To avoid undue 
preference shippers of wool in grease 
from Utah and Nevada should be re- 
quired to .compress their bales to a 
definite density. Oct. 21, p. 797. 

Young, John, et al. vs. L. & N. et al.; 
3" a (40 I. C. C., 308-310). July 

p. 192. 


Demurrage tariffs; p. 892, 967, 969, 1060, 


1069 suspensions), 1115, 1116 (advances 
effective), 1206, 1384. See also car 


shortage. 
a ata see decisions of I, C: C.; p. 
Demurrage; Middle West Coal Co. vs. 


C. & O. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


p. ‘1242. 
Demurr: P rules; Pittsburgh Crucible 
- vs. P. Co.; see decisions of 
c..G.: a 1238, 


Ganuisieais and storage; report of N, I. 
T. L. committee; p. 969. 

Demurrage; report of Pacific car demur- 
rage bureau for four months; p. 497. 

Demurrage rates; N. . L. ‘and rail- 
roads unable to’ agree; p. 467. 

Demurrage; New Haven charge: ‘ie Go 

Demurrage; Pittsburgh & O 
= al. Vs. B. & O.; see Peco shows ryt L, S 

Divisions: Mor town and Ki ood di- 
visions: see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 317. 

Dixon, George Dallas; we on se 
passenger service; p. 

Documents for shipping; Dp. 875. 


Dorety, F. G.; 


<r 


Great Northern attorney for 
is and Western Washington; p. 
Doyle president Cleveland Traffic 

Giub: p p. Td. 


EDITORIAL. 


Appointments to I. C. CG. ‘a Shipping 
Board; p. 649. 

Bryan, Ww. J. -, on the railroad problem; 
pp. 1162, 1225. 

Car shortage; pp. 577, 953, 1363. See 
also return of cars. 

Daniels, W. M.; address to Toledo 
Transportation Club; p. 1113. 

Efficiency, railroad; p. 1353. 

Examiners, function of; p. 1353. 

a trade; railroads as solicitors; 
pp 

Freight Big evolution in; p. 73. 

Function of the railroad; p. 378. 

Law schools and traffic; p. 1298. 

Louisville & Nashville investi tion; p. 
121 (also see political cree itures). 

Measure of freight rates; p. 377. 

Pension plan of Wells Fargo & Co. Ex- 
press; p. 122. ; 

Political expenditures; p. 721. 

Politics and railroads; p. 121. 

Postal rates, second class; p. 1363. 

Railway mail pay; p. 242. 

Regional commissions; pp. 841, 1003, 
1226, 1353. 

Regulation; congressional investigation 
of; pp. 161, 241, 794, 841, 890, 10038, 
1057, 1225, 1226, 1297. 

Regulation of carriers, exclusive federal; 
pp. 74, 161, 241, 425, 490, 721, 794, 841, 
$90, 953, 975, 1002, 1003, 1057, 1161, 
1162, 1297, 1353. 

Return of cars; p. 1001 (see also car 
shortage). 


Routing and misrouting; p. 843. ; 

ae ag > Peis of ap ; pp. 761, 889, 

shipping Spoara, Per and the act cre- 
ating it; pp. so.” 


Shreveport cases, deciding; p p. 1161. - 
State rates and I. C. C.; pp. 73, 241, 313.” 
Supreme Court and ‘Adamson wage law; 
wie 1114, 1226. 
Supreme 7 nal obligation to the pub- 


Through ae defeating, by combina- 
tions; pp. 649, 689, 1225 
Traffic lessons, a course of; p. 793. 
Transcontinental rates; pp. 5, 1058. 
Wages of railroad employes and effi- 
ciency; p. 1225. 
Wages of trainmen and settlement. of 
threatened strike; pp. 73, 122, 313, 377, 
425, 489, 577, 529, 617, ‘620, 761, 762; 
1001, 1114, 1162 1225 1297. 
Water transportation as 
against rail strikes; p. 617. 
Wilson H, G.; report to N. I. T. lL. on 
federal regulation; pp. 425, 490; ad- 
— to automobile accessory men; p. 


EFFICIENCY IN TRAFFIC, 
Advertising freight service; p. 1331. 
Agents, local; schooling of; p. 875. 
Bags: how to sew them; p. 409. 
cC. & O. fast Nn mae service; p. 1270. 
Cattane. city; cost of; 1271. 

— prevention, by u G. Couffer; p. 


409 
a a adjusting; by C. C. Shelton; p. 


Coat of freight relieved by electric 
+ a oma article by F. C. Myers; p. 

Container, steel collapsible; pp. 1197, 
1226, 1269. 

Currants, packing of; p, 7 

Docunients for s Rast Mh o- 875. 

Electric vehicle, uses of the: . 1376. 

Electricity and freight congestion; arti- 
cle by F. C. Myers; p. 301. 

Embargoes; how to prevent them; F. B. 
Montgomery to members of the ‘Traffic 
League; p. 59. 

Food spoilage. preventing; p. 1333. 

Freight car efficiency; p. 1198. 

Freight handling from cars to ware- 
house; p. ‘ 

* stations; early closing of; p. 


insurance 


Glass broken in packing; p. 709. 

Grain handling in Australia; p. 816. 

Hoboken Shore Road’s new rate econ- 
omy service; p. 59. 
ers laa better packing noo 


whaakines in packing; p. 875. — 
Marking and pecking davis. by , Be 
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— and feed; John B. 


18 : 


Packing of glass, faulty; p. 709. 
Packing goods for Costa Rica; p. 816, 
Selling freight service; Easy ‘ 
Station efficiency; p. 13 

Traffic manager’s equipment; p. 816. 
Trucks; use by express companies; p. 


108. 
a age long-distance truck freighting; 


1 
Trucks, Packard, for army; p. 146. 
Waybills, typewritten; p. 1198. 

Eight-hour day for trainmen; see wages. 
Elder, A. H.; chief of division of inquiry; 


. 392. 
bubargoes, individual; by W. W. White; 
930. 


p. 
\ Embargoes; how to .prevent them B. 
Montgomery to members of Prato! Lea- 


ne: ae 
Gia. g. ta 0.0, 0 & St. L, 
woe p. 1636. 
Examiners, function of; pp: 1353, 1367. 
Excelsior; ‘Osnkosh Excelsior Mfg. Co. vs. 
4 St. P. et al; see decisions of 
L ¢C. G.: p. 899. 
Explosives; rule 1553 (a) amended; p. 112. 
Explosives; changes in rules; p. 982. 
ae annua! report of I. C. C.; p. 
119 





eee we oh investigation of ammunition 
A oud in sta York Harbor; pp. 315, 

meport pa >. 113. 

Export, vs. domestic rates; by Walter E. 

McCornack: p. 665. 

Export rates via gulf ports, on unloaded 
shells; p. 786. 

Express: report of N. I. T. L. committee; 


030. 
Express rates, carload; by S. D. Rice; p. 


Express Co. revenues: For March and 
nine months ending with March; p. 136; 


April, and ten months, p. 566; May and . 


eleven months, p. 676; June and twelve 
months, p 882; August, p. 1196. 

Byler, C. Mt: communication ou central- 
ized control; p. 303. 


False claims; Perry Small and clients ac- 
quitted; p. 1266. 

Fee, T. H.; assistant porn freight 
agent wegen Maryland; P- 711. 

vageon. A.~H.; general freight agent, C., 

P. M. & O.; p. 608. 

Fertilizer and oor shortage; by Horace 
Gowker; fe 1338. 

Fiber furniture; Michigan Seating Co. vs. 
3 *. b a et al.; see decisions of Lc. 

.: DP. 


Finnegan, P. F.; 
agent B. & O.; v. 

Finerty, J. F.; assistant genera! counsel 
Great Northern; p. 1 

ree xt eer: Commission to change; pp. 

, 

wisthres. ae ; National Commercial Fix- 
ture Manufacturers’ Assn. vs. Ann Ar- 
bor et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


262. 
oe ens e © hea address before N. I. 


. Kern & Sons 
see decisions 


geperns western. freight 


M, & St. P. et Pe 

orl Cc. C.; p. 268. 
Flour-transit; Macon, Ga., Chamber of 
ureau vs. Southern 


et al.; 3 decisions of I. C. C.; p. 904. 
Forester S$ reasons against federal 
control; ee 69. 


Fourth section violations in southeast; 
Lambdin decision in Kiser boots and 
shoes case; see boots and shoes. 
Freight bill: ‘showing name of shipper; re- 
port of U. I. T. L. committee; p. 969. 
Freie bills, careless; by C. R. Barnett; 


1377. 
Freight 57 ie upheaval in; by J. A. Mor- 
ee early closing of; by I. G. 


933. 
Freund, 8, H. E.; Seat. general counsel 


Great Northern; ’D 


Glass fruit jars, etc.; A. H. Kerr & Co. 
et al, vs. Sand Springs Rs Co, et al; 


see decisions of I. C. 208. 

Gleeson, w. pe Shiet “satin “Gah Lehigh 
2 fe 9. 
bs ae ies a. g. f. . R. R.; p. 1281, 


eadi a 1163. 
on of loss 


and damage claims; . 163, 164, 392. 
olorado; see de- 





' Grain; A. B . 
A te S. F..et al.; see decisions of 
Grain: PI Grain Co. vs. BE. J. &| Hendricks, J. 


- ©. Css yp. 1276. 
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— of carload shipments; p. 


Ae cod 




















age Beaver Valley Milling Co. et al. vs. 
A. f. on Ss. re et al.; see decisions of 


i Pp 
Grain; Illinois ean to ppscnire: see de- 


controversy ant proposed artitration vy 
Commission; 105. 
Hoboken Shore Proad: see increasing effi- 


cisions of I. p. ciency on the short’ haul; p. 69. 

Grain; export grain to cuit ports; see de- Bs a Interstate Packin . va. C. & 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 207. W.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1357. 

Grain; see transit to nsas points (I. C. | Holmes, R. G.; a. 8. f. a. Pa- 
C. decision); p. 197. cific; p. 5 8 

Grain; export grain products from Mis- | Hooper, J. J chairman appeal committee 


Freight Claim Association; p. 61. 

Hops; decision of federal court in case of 
Davis vs. S. P.; departure from pub- 
lished rate forbidden; p. 357. 

Houston, Tex.: pleased’ with new rate ad- 
justment; . 111. 

-; valuation of Texas Mid- 

& A.; p. 1033. 


Hutchinson, B. E.; communication on the 
Commission and railroad wages; p. 143. 


Illinois passenger fares; St.. Louis Busi- 
ness Men’s League vs, A. T. & 8S: F. 
oo al. see decisions of I. C. C.; pp. 351, 


Imports; Senate bill No. 6118, by Gal- 
linger; p. 112. 
Industrial Railways; supplemental-report 
I. C. C. on New Jersey, Indiana and 
ge seeneeen: see decisions of I. C. 


souri River points (No. 2); see de- 
cisions of I. 5s 68. 

Grand jury system; Dp. 1299 

Gray, D. G.; freight traffic manager 
Western Maryland; 639. 

Green, J. general freight and passen- 
ger ot, 5 & & N. Y.; p. 620. 

Harlan, Commissioner; speaks on arbitra- 
tion of loss and damage. re p. 138. 

Harrison, Fairfax (Who’s Who); 667. 

Hashagen, J. D.; letter on abuse = legis- 
lation; p. 37; New Haven boat line case, 
Pp. 413; letter on return of the Pacific 
— P 544; exaggerations of carriers, 


Baetati; “! C: C. order allowing reductions 
in rates or fares on ten days’ notice; p. 


Headlight hearing; pp. 891, 955. 
Headlights, locomotive; rules of I. C. C.; Pp. 
p. 1378. Industrial Railways; supplemental report 
Cc. C. on Johnstown & Stony Creek 


fh Rh Co.; see decisions of I, C, C.; p. 


430. 

Industrial Railways; Kanawha, Glen Jean 
& Eastern, allowances to; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 432. 

Industrial Railways; class. rates from 
Chestnut Ridge Ry. stations; see de- 
cisions of I. C. ; p. .434. 

Industrial ~Railways: 5; Supplemental report 
on Northampton & Co.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 436. 

Intermountain reparation claims; Inland 
Seed Co. vs. 0.-W. R. R. & Nav. Co. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 266. 

Iowa R. R. Commissioners vs. Ann Arbor 
et al.; case 8477; tentative report issued 
under new plan; p. 483. 

Iron articles; Sanford- -Day Iron Works et 
al. vs. L. & N. et al.; see decisions of 
L Cc. a p. 335. 

; Isaac Joseph Iron Co. vs. 
Mo ‘s La. & Tex. R. R. & S. S. Co. 
et see Guéhelioons of L. C. C.; p. 383. 

Iron and steel to Colorado points and Vul- 
can Iron Works Co, vs. A. T. & S. F. 
y hes, see decisions of I. C. C.; pp. 427, 


Iron and steel rates; + PP 619, 626, 652, 658, 


(decision of 
a6 691, 1204, 


HELP FOR TRAFFIC MAN. 


Agent, no, at destination; p. 1037. 

Application of tariff; p. 749. 

Automobile top rating; p. 1279. 

Automobiles; rating on; p. 549. 

Banding, cross; rate on; p. 1334. 

Bill of lading, receipted; pp. 779, 831, 
872, 939, 986, 1098. 

Bill of lading, ‘surrender of; p. 1239. 

Biscuits, rates on; p. 369. 

Building paper rate; p. 63. 

Cancellation of tariff; pp. 481, 549. 

Carload shipments; p. 987. 

Classification, proper; p. 229. 

Coal rates; p. 1037. 

Combination less than through rate; p. 


Damages, measure of; p. 1279. 
Demurrage, arbitrary; pp. 940, 1087. 
Demurrage chargeable; p Pp. 940. 
Demurrage, increase in; p. iis. 
Demurrage, computing; p. 229. 


Fifteen per cent rule; p. 987. 

Flue lining, minimum , a p. 638. 

Freight arrival] notices; ES 1037. 

Preight not in bulk; p. 

Fur muffs and neckpieces; “classification; Iron ore eaten: Bp. 579 “681 
p. 1279. EC. CG) 631, Hy 

Furnaces, loading of; p. 481. 

Grain doors; 

Grain doors; cnewanee for; B aaa 

‘Half rate; application of; Be 

Hay for packing; pp. 481, 618. 

Horses and mules; shipment of; * Bi 518. 

Iron and steel articles; pp. 779 

Lumber transit privilege; p. B49, 

Machinery and machines; p. 606. 

Minimum charge; p. 987. 

New York rate not applicable to Jersey 
City; p. 229. 

Offsetting claims; p. 1395. 

Paper, roofing; rate on; p. 113. 

ast eos classification of; pp. 
51 

Placing car; p. 1180, 

Plate glass, rating on; p. 481. 

Private cars, storage of; p. 707. 

Protection of rate; pp. 300, 518. 

Rate in supplement; p- 1334. 

Rate not dependent on use; p. 3 

Route, direct and cheapest "available; p 


Jacobs, M. H.; general freight agent 
Western Maryland; 711 
Jarvis, T. 5 rj president New York Traffic 


Club; p. 
Johnston, Ea ay: regional commissions; p. 


984, 
seam, J. H.; the Oklahoma plan; p. 
Pe Isaac, Iron Co. case; pp. 103, 383. 


Kanotex case and passenger fares; p. 955. 

Kealhofer, H. S.; article on water | oe 
portation as an aeerates against rail 
strikes; Rs 625, 

Kearney, rg te on modern poli- 
tics and t sportation; p. 1071, 

Kelley, D. L.; communication on power 
to raise rates; 

Kendrick, Guy De: trae manager Gen- 
eral Vehicle Co., "Inc.: 

Kiser, M. C., Co., vs. Gentral of Ga.; see 
boots and shoes. 


La Follette, Senator; declaration that 
railroads could be rebuilt ~ sum equal 
to outstanding bonds; pp. 468. 

Lake lines’ pevares; pp. 723, 8, 911, 1260. 

La Roe, Wilbur, Jr.: article on the func- 
tion of an examiner; pp. Ps 1367. 

Lard substitute; Procter & Gamble Dis- 

. tributing Co. vs. A. & ane et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C. a¥ ig 

is Fee and traffic; os J. P. Byrne; 


Landon of land to shippers; p. 723. 


LEGAL DEPARTMENT. 
Allowances for conditioning cars; p. 633. 
—. Sere: computing time un- 
er; 
Aserses agreement not applicable to re- 
frigerator cars; p. 1040. 
Beganee Grmage for delay in delivery 


Bill of Fading Fp ang gases ‘not to be waived 
under he edéral act; p. 99. 


Routing of shipment; pp. 300, 749. 
Routing, shortest mileage; p. 229. 

State and interstate rates; p. 63. 

Steel windows, classification of; p. 155. 
Steel wire rope; rate on; p. 649. 

Storage of private cars; PP. 779, 831, 
Surrender bill of lading: p. 1 

—— of Cade Sarit: Dp. 


Tariff, cancellation of; p. 707. 

Tariff indexes; p. 999. 

Tariffs; size of; > 

Texas class an p< a rates; p. 


606. 
eee rate higher than combination; 


D 
Thronan routing; p. 63. 
Tracing |. ¢. 1. shipments; p. 618. 
Transit, double; p. 831. 
Undercharge claims; pp. 1097, 1207. 
Wall finish; rating of; of; p. 300. 


rele. t traffic manager 
Western Pacifi; 





Hillyer, C. R.; communication on beggin 
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Bill of lading go > p. 1323: . 

i. ot mt eka as to quantity; p. 

Billing and shipping tickets; conflict be- 
tween; p. 1 

Business secrets; disclosure forbidden; 
P. 

Canadian rate, misquotation of; p. 223. 

Cancellation; ‘failure of supplenient to 
cancel rate in prior tariff; 

Carmack amendment; aipuhentiok to 
through shipment after delivery; p. 


869. 
Carmack and Cummins amendments; 
changes e common. law; p. 1273. 
Charge for 1. c. 1. shi ment in car or- 
dered by shipper; p. 
Charges on shipment atau on account 
of quality; p. 1029. - 
Claims; time for filing; p. 547. . 
Classification, posta rer: s descrip- 
tion determining; Tike 
Coal, fuel, freight c Bet on; p. 
Confiscation of coal; carrier’s iebility; 


- p, 1092. 



































ee Se to, of interstate ship- 

me 

Minigwuie rate on shipment in several 
cars; p. 496, 

Overcharge action; place for bringing; 


Overcharges; time to recover in/ state 
courts; p. 743. 
me ae place for bringing action; 


p 
Fagine: rates based on method of; p. 


Packing, improper; p. 669. 
Passes for empioyes of industrial lines; 


Pp. 2 
Perjshabie goods, misrouting; p. 701. 
reer act; bills of lading Under: Pp. 
Pomerene act; when delivery is not re- 
quired under; p. 979. 
Pomerene bill; recitals relative to quan- 
tity, etc.; p. 
Prepayment of freight charges; p. 744. 
— siding; delivery to carrier on; p. 


Profits from sales as elements of dam- 


Count or weight; presumption relative 
to; p. 1199. age; p. 297. 
tSceetitin amendment; freight allow- | -Receipt, effective, given on obtaining 


goods; p. 869. 

Reconsigned shipments; initial carrier 
liable; p. 405. 

Reconsignment, failure of, account car- 
rier’s .agent; p. 702. 

‘Records gpeoting shipments; ownership 

. OFF DR 4 

Return of foreign cars; p. 1885. 

Returned shipments; freight charges on; 


ances under; p. 

Cummins amendment; burden of proof 
under; p. 633. 

Cummins Tenement: aT company 
receipts under; pp. 297, 

Cummins amendment; meagre of dam- 
ages to middleman; p. 

Cummins amendment; Sheath of dam- 
ages under; pp. $23, 1145, 1386. 

Damage to shipments contracted for 
time delivery; p. 477. 

Damage to shipment moving water and 
rail; p. 13385. 

Damage; value a place and time of 
shipment; p. 114 

Damaged zoods; ae refusing to res 
ceive; ed sh 

Damag iniienenté; storage charges 


on; p. 
Damared shipments; incidental charges; 


p. 514. 

Damages, consequential, not recover- 
able; p. 57. 

Damages: initial carrier’s liability for; 


. 603. 

Risk of carriage declared by law on con- 
tract; p. 823. 

Routing without terminal delivery in- 
structions; p. 768. 

Side tracks; delivering cars on; p. 744. 

Storing refused goods; extra transpor- 
tation charges; p. 514. 

Stopover to finish loading; 2: 297. 

a ecarrier’s liability for losses in; 
p. 

Telegraph companies; liability: of, for 
errors in transmission; p. 935. 

Undercharges; time to recover; R78 

Undercharges; consignee’s liabi ity Te: 


Undercharges; liability of consignee; p. 
Value at time and place of shipment; p. 
Water earrier; delay in delivery to; p. 
Water competition under fourth section; 


1 
Datiages in duplicate shipments; p. 


~1145, 
a” ~ eg special; notice to carrier; p. 


Damages; owner entitled to; p. 1039. 
re special, in delayed shipments; 


P. 
Defect in leased cars; p. 139. 
Delay of carrier concurring with netarel 
cause of loss; p. 140. 
Delay through unavoidable cause; p. 57. 
tr ia shipments; special Gamhses: p. 


Weighing rules; p. 669. 
Weight at destination; p. 979. 


Light, J. E.; cure for car shortage; p. 


1033. . 

Lime from Chippewa and .G: Bluff, Pa.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1064 

Limitation, statute of; recommendation 
of os eg for law respecting tariffs 
in effect; 1193, 1267. 

Live stock Bim southern ports; amend- 
me to agricultural appropriation bill; 


154. 

thee stock; National Society of Record 
Assns. et al. vs. Aberdeen & i Rees 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. p. 209. 

Live stock; switching at * Nesivine: see 
decisions of I. C. p. 87. 

Live stock; H. Moffat ‘Co. et al. vs. S. P. 
et al.; illiam ire & p00 tae same; 
see decisions of I. C. 

Live stock; Hammond, Biapaion "'& Co. et 
al. ys. Mich. Cent. ét al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C., p. 1253. 

Lobsters shipped across continent; p. 1218. 

Locomotives, inspection of; p. 641. 

Loss and damage, claims; arbitration of; 
speech by Commissioner Harlan; Re. 138. 

Loss and ase, concealed, claim orms; 
report of N. 7. committee; D. 1031. 

Loss and gavin claims—basis of value; 
communication by W. J. Weir; p. 700. 


LOSS AND DAMAGE DECISIONS. 
Aldrich vs. A. C. L. . C.); p. 403. 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe vs. Cozart 

(Okla.); p. 545. 
Atlanta & West Point R. R. Co. vs. 
Fairburn Marble Co. (Ga.); pp. 769, 


770. 
Atlantic Pebble Co. “> ee. vs. Lehigh 


Delivery; charges for deiay in; p.- 1273. 
Delivery at non-agency station; p. 935. 
Demurrage charges on damaged ship- 
ments; p. 1039. 
—— on embargoed shipments; p. 
24 


Demurrage; state regulation of, on in- 
terstate traffic; p. 298. 

Demurrage charges under bunching 
rule; 2: 223. 

Duplicate shipments; express charges 
on; pp. 767, ‘ 

mohateo: duty of carrier placing; p. 


a. information of carrier as to 


movement of shipment; p. 
dr section; reparation for violation; 


670. 
Household goods; released rates on; p. 
603. 
Import cuties on lost shipment; refund 


of; p. 
Instructions, seen: regarding 


rate and route; 58. 
snygee price at ‘intermediate points; p. 


Ladings, several, for one shipment; p. 


Liability of carrier for failure to give 
notice; p. 98. 

Liability of consignor for freight; p. 139. 

Liability; initial carrier liable in recon- 
signed shipments; p. 405. 

Liability, limiting, on goods not hidden 
from view; p. 547. 

Liability for special damages; p. 604. 


Liability, shipper’s, for freight; p. 633. Valley Se Bi 

Liability, carrier’s; shipper furnishing Aydlett vs. x F ¢ al (N. C. PF, p. 819. 
protection; p. 1199. Banaka vs. M. P. (ie): Dp. 5 

Loss; when carrier must prove itself Barrett et E “vs. N. 8 Gaahoy 136. 
not responsible for; p. 824. ~— et al. vs. C. & ‘Mo.); p. 


Lost shipment; computing value of; p. 


366. 
Lost shipment; proof of; 224. 
Middleman; measure of ‘ah nath to, un- 
der Cummins a PB 870. 


1276. 
a” cae vs. Y. & M. (Miss.); pp. 362, 
ae H. & T. C. et al. (Tex.); p. 
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Bloch vs. Southern (Ga.); p. 1887, 
—— vs. Q. & K. (Mo.); pp. 362, 


363 

Brockman, F. ap Capper Co. vs. 
Mo. P. (Mo.); p. 

Burkee vs. G. N. (Minn: i; p. & 

Central of Ga. vs, Waxelbaum ‘pillars 
Co. (Ga.); p. 634. 

Chalmers et al. vs. N. Y. C. (N. ¥,); 


Pp. 1327. 
Cnicsies city of, vs. C. & N. W. dil); 
chicago R. I. & P. vs. Parillard (Tex.); 
p 
Cincinnati, N. oO. & T. P. vs. Luke 


. 219. 

Clarkson, W. B., & Co., vs. Gans 8S. §, 
Line (TPex.); p. 605. 

Cleveland et al. vs. C. R. I. & P. et al. 
(Okla.); p. 1093, 

Coate Bros. vs. New Orleans Terminal 
Co. ag A p. 770. 

yer” vs. M. St. P. & S. S. M. (Minn); 


p. 135. 
os vs. C. & N. W. (Neb.); pp. 219, 
a ge ag Co. vs. C. & E. I. (Wed. 
Covington vs. Y. & M. V. Ses 98. 
Crepe: R., Co., vs. P. & R. (Pa); Pp. 


Cudahy ee Co. vs. A. T. & S&S. BP 


(Mo pp. 361, 362. 
Cunningham aes Co. vs, St. L 
ILM (Ark.); p. 1201. 


Davenport "ee vtaes Bank vs. C. R. L. & 
P. et al. (lowa); BR 475. 

David vs. N. & 8S. (N C.); p. 981. 

Davis, W. J., & Co. vs., Southern 


Donaho vs. M. PL Mo.); p. 
i & Co. o- Gites ays Pp. 


Dyer et al. vs. A. ¥ (Mo.); p. 97. 

Emerson vs. C. of G i es p. 219. 

meres vs, A. T. & 8S. F. *lNew 
Mex.) 56) 

Erie va a ‘Hlipsiin (Ind.); p. 403. 

Commission Co. vs. I, CG 

(Mo): p. 295. 

Granberry vs. Taylor (N. Y.); pp. 36%, 


6 
Hall vs. P. & N. T. (Tex.); p. 1387, 
Hill §. ~, Line vs. Panama . 
(N. Y.); p. 1093. sans 
Hinchotifte ve Wenig Teaming Co. (Ii.); 


937. 

Holloman vs. Southern (N. C. " A 

Illinois Central — Mahon ‘Lt ie oo tse 
Co. (Miss.); p 

International & ‘a. N. et al. vs. Hudson 
Tex.); p. 745 

Jacobson vs. Y. & M. V. i 

“ens eg & Co. ag o*} Re 

nn.); 
yg va Missouri Ry. (Mo.); pp. 


Kansas City, 4. & O. of Tex. et al. ys. 

Corn et al. (Tex.); pp. 136, ite 7 

<ey City, M -. * oO. a Tex. vs. .Glea~ 
0. a 

Kells anil & Tater Co., Ine.; vs. P, 

ications Mint sg vs. M. P. (Mo.); pp. 


King et al. vs. Van Slack et al. (Mich.); 
ar Ahh ys. Me, St P. and §s. S. M. 


Kni nt vs. S. W. (Ga.); a4 


400. 
=~! 


-La G. W., & Son vs. ra N. E. 


-tatich ): P. x aes 
vy vs. evada-California-Ore 

(Oregon) ; 1327. _ 
Levelase et a vs. A. c. L. (Ga.); p. 


69 
aviena & Hinyan Co. “vs. Wate 
(Mich.) ; 937. es: 
Laickenback, the Julia (Fed. Ct.); p. 
—— vs. Southern Express (Ga.); p. 


Manley Bros, B. & M. (Vt.); 66. 
wr: 3 Ww. , Inc., vs. Erie oe aT 


120 
<a ag et al. vs. Lusk et al. (Mo.): 


Mets Mill Co. vs. Cc. C. & O. (Te 
on 1146, 114 Ca 
Montgomery vs. L. & N. (Tenn.); p. 


Norfolk & S. R. R. Co. vs. New Bern 
ee | Works and Supply Co. (N. ©€.); 


81. 
Sactee et al. vs. P, 
120,202. Me Be tee 
K. Transfer ?. Se vs. Neill ; 


neta al. Fr ae 
pNaval Stores Co. Gad; p. 160. 769. fF 
Te vs. 8. A. L. (N ” Os me 


ieee 
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a & Clark vs. C. & O. (Va.); p 


Reynolds vs. Adams Express (N. C.); 
pp. 1275, 1276. 

San Fa & A. P. Ry. Co. vs. Jack- 
son & Allen (Tex.); p. 475. 

mo Louis & 8. F. vs. Dunham (Okla.); 


635. 

st ‘Louis & s. F. vs. Akard (Okla.); pp. 
635, 636. 

st. Louis Carbonating & Mfg. Co. vs. 
Lookeba State Bank (Okla.); p. 1365. 

St. Louis S. W. of Tex. et al. vs. Hughs- 
ton Grain Co. et al, (Tex.); p. 97. 

en) a 810 Terminal Ry. Co, vs. U. 8S. 

a.); p 9. 

Skinner vs. a K. & T. (Okla.); 1327. 

wey Hoyt vs. Bangor & A. (Maine): 
p. 5 

Smyth et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. (Tex.); 
pp. 1275, 1276. 

ern Ry. Co. vs. Savage (Ga.); p. 


ala (Circuit 
(Minn.); 


634. 
Southern Pacific vs. 
Ct. of Appeals); p. 
as 1g" Blevator Co. vs. G. N. 


p. 219. 
Steinberg vs. Erie et al (Ohio); p. 1093. 
Stevens vs. N. C. (Md.); p. 703. 
Talbot vs. S. F. & W. (Ga.); p. 769. 
Texas & P. vs. R. W. Williamson & Co. 


(Tex.); p. 403. 
Tobin vs. L. S i M. (Mich.); ie 871. 
Tuthill vs. A. Me ot Pp. 


Vai Bpps tal. vs. A. C. L. (S. C.); p. 


819 

Walton Land & Timber Co. vs. LL & N. 
(Fia.); PP. 636, 636. 

wees . R. vs. Waldrip (Ga.); p. 


3. 
White vs. A. T. & S. (Tex.); p. 1042. 
vee eto vs. eouthers (N. C.); Dp. 


1275. 
wee vs. ee saps, Ry. Co. (N. 
woot & et al vs. Boston & Maine (N. H.); 


71. 
Yazoo & M. V; vs. Armstrong & Co. 
Yazoo &'M. V. vs. Altman (Ark.); p. 


Louisville & Nashville investigation; pp. 
143 407, 509, 725. See also editorial. 
Lumber inquiry, docket 8131; pp. 64, 147, 

5, 1300. 
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Lumber: Lutcher & Moore Lbr. Co. et al 

aya T. & N. O. et al; see decisions of 

C.; p. 1304. 

joint rates with the Wash- 

ewe Western; see decisions of I. C. 

.3 DP. 1237 

kbar: Wisconsin & f nsas Lumber 
Co. et al. vs. St. L. I . & S&S. et al; 

see decisions of I. C. p. 1235. 

Lumber; rates from Sie Ark., and 
other points to Omaha, Des Moines, and 
gee a destinations; see decisions of LC. 

Pp 

Lumber: Win. Cameron & Co., Inc., et al. 
ye. A A. & S- et al.; see decisions of I. C. 

Lumber and shingles; Eastern and West- 
ern Lumber Co. et al. vs, Oregon- 
Washington R. R. 2 Nav. aa et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C eS: 121. 

Lumber, etc.; Omaha’ Commercial Club 
vs. nn & S. R. et al.; see decisions of 
IL C.; p. 957. 

FES switching: Lucas E. Moore Stave 
Go. vs. Morgan’s La. & Tex. R. R. & 
a Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; Pp. 
90 


Lumber; Pad Matthews Lumber Co. et 
al. vs. wn — N. W. et al.; see decisions 
of L C. 82. 

Lumber; Beviaae Lumber and Land Co. 
vs. A. C. & Y. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 80. 

Lumber; American Woods Corporation vs. 
Southern et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


78. 

Lumber; Nashville Lumbermen’s Club vs. 
lL. & N.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 77. 
Lumber and other Come ary nion 

Saw Mill Co. vs. St. . M. & et al; 
portion of fourth ae Pe 629; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 293. 

Lumber; Louisiana and Pine Bluff di- 

visions; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 261. 
Lumber; Pacific Coast- Southwest Lum- 
ber; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 204. 

Lumber; from one a points; see de- 

cisions of I. C. es 


Machinery, etc.; BE. I. Du Pont de Ne- 
mours Powder Co. vs. P. & R. et al.; 
see decisi & Howie 15 Me 1242. 

Machinery, rt Mining Co 
wee &N Pa! noe dec decisions of I. C. 


in packing; p. 875. 


Manning, R. H.; traffic manager and 
auditor, Mascot & Western; p. 777. 

Manure from Jersey City; see "decisions of 
I. C., C.3 p. 269, 

oa dag department of N. C. & St. La; p. 


Market department of Southern Ry.; p. 


Markey, I. G.; instructions as to how to 
sew bags; p. 409. 
Markey, I. G.: marking and packing ad- 


vice; p. 145. 
Markey, IL. G.; early closing of freight 
Mess of shipments; by E. E. Titus; p. 


stations; p. $33. 

Marking of shipments; communication by 
J. M, Belleville; p. 8il. 

Marking of shipments; provision of Pom- 
erene act; p. 741. 

Marking and packing advice; p. 145. 

Marsh, Wait; article on pack for ex- 
port shipment; p. 231. 

McCornack, Ww. E.; suggestions for 
amendments to the act; p. 968. 

McCornack, W. E.; export vs. domestic 
rates; p. og. 

McLaughlin, T. discusses package car 
sore and salltben freight advertising; 
Pp 

McLean Lumber Co. et al. vs. U. S. and 
I. C. C.; decision of special federal 
court; p. 1871. 

Measure of damages; Southern Pacific et 
By vs. gg’ -Taenzer Lumber Co. et 

Meats: ‘Swift & Co. vs. oi. Cc. L. et al; 
see decisions of I. C. Cc: 1249, 

Merchant marine; see shtbenics board. 

Mexico; transportation at troops and sup- 
plies; pp. 7, 8, 65, 

are, Comishinaharede FP atiion to N, A. 

C. convention; p. 1019. 
Milburn ae Co. ; favors federal con- 


trol; 
Milk; ows En teat milk case; milk and 
cream sae gation; see dec! sions of I. 
Miller, a We communication on water 
lines and rail strikes 811. 
Minimum rates; Ransdelt bill; p. 1163. 


MINOR COMMISSION ORDERS, 


Abel & Roberts vs. M. P.; case 7424; 
reopened; p, 155. 

Arlington Heights Fruit Exchange vs. 
e P. et al; case 3000; reopened: p. 

Ashtabula-Port Maitland Car Ferry 
Service; case 8898; effective date mod- 
ified; p. 370. 

Astoria case; operative date postponed; 
D 

Belton Mills et al. vs. N. & W. et al.; 
case 5505; reopened; p. 234. 

Black Mountain Corporation vs. L. & N. 
et al.; case 5992; reopened; p. %30. 

Boardman, W. F., Co. et al. vs. . oe 4 
& S. F. et al.; case 5585; reopened for 
argument; p. 4. 

Business Men's League of St. Louis vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al.; case 8083; p. 877. 


Cement between points in Western 
trunk line territory and-adjacent ter- 
— case 8182; order extended; p. 


Chapin & Co. vs. ,C. E+ L. et al.; case 
7688; reopened; pe a8 

Class and commo ity iis fourth sect, 
orders 5843, 5418, 6114 and case 7312; 
effective dates postponed; p. 1276. 

Class and commodity rates to and‘ from 
Ruston, La.; fourth sect. order 5843; 
_— date in part postponed; p. 

Class and commodity rates to ag from 
Ruston, La.; fourth sect. a 5843; 
order postponed in part; p. 370. 

Coal and coke rates; I. and S. "1; re- 
opened; p. 783. 

Coal; bituminous coal rates from Va., 
w. Va., Ky. and Tenn. points to Va., 
x S. G, Ga. and Fla.; case 6324; 
seeisiiionts p. 314. 

Coal lands and mines; carriers ordered 
mote destroy accounts and records; 


Pp. . 

Coal to Glencoe, Mo.; I. and S. 756; re- 
opened; p. 155. 
ay a Vitrified Brick & Tile Co. vs. 

L. & S. F. et al.; case 7968; repar- 

p ~ ee p. 546. 

Concordia yer Club et al. vs. 
A. T. F. et al.; case 7605; order 
postponed in part; p. 370. 

Cotton Mfrs. Ass’n. of 8. C. vs. C. & O. 
et al.; case 5504; reopened; 234. 
Crook, Son & Co. vs. Vandalia et al.; 
ease 7471, sub. 1; reparation awarded; 


p. 519. 


Croon, Son & Co. vs. B. & O. et al; 
caee Pcie sub. 1; reparation allowed; 


51 

Cumberiand Transportation Co. vs. C. 
N. O. & T. P.; case 7704; case re- 
opened; p. 112. 

Dallas Chamber of Commerce Freight 
Bureau et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al; 
= 7628; effective date modified; p. 

Dallas Chamber of Commerce Freight 
Bureau et al. vs. A. T. » fig te F. et al.; 
case 7628; order amended; p. 832. 

Eastern Ore. Producers’ yoo os vs. C. B. 
& Q. et al; case 7399; effective date 
postponed; 412. 

Edwards, T. C., vs. G. C. & S. F. et al.; 
case 5333; reparation re p.- 519. 

Empire Cotton Oil Co. vs. C. B. & 
case 7222; reparation awarded; p. P18. 

Federal Glass Co. et al. vs. C. R. & 

et al.; case 6000; Seoabenion 
granted; p. 677. 

Ford Paving Co. vs. M. P.; case 7424, 
sub. 2; reopened; p. 155. 

Grain products; Kansas City Millers’ 
Club et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al; 
case 8354; rate increases in Western 
Classification territory; I. and S, 655; 
reopened; p. 1272. 

Gulf Lumber Co. vs. M. L. & T. R. R. 
& 8. S. Ca. et al.; case 5885; repara- 
tion granted; p. 8. 

Hayden Bros, Coal Corporation et al. 
vs. D. & 8S. L. et al.; case 6197, sub. 
8; reopened; p. 783. 

Hydraulic Pressed Brick Co. vs. M. P.; 
ease 7424, sub. 1; reopened; p. 155. 
Illinois passenger case; effective date 

postponed; p. 870. 


* Industrial railways; reparation awarded 


to Pittsburgh Steel Co. and Monessen 
& Southwestern; case 7779; p. 642. 
Towa Board of R. R. Commissioners vs. 
Arizona bos tae et al.; case 5241; 
case reopened; 8. 
Iron pipe rating; a and S. 859 vacated; 


Idvuaiovan switching; I. and S. 862; sus- 
+ gu order set aside ‘in part; p. 

Kansas City Board of Trade vs. C. M. & 
St. P. et al.; case 6677; collection of 
undercharges waived; p. 76. 

Kentwood & age dy relieved from tap 
line orders; e. 

en Dist Rienies "& Warehouse Co. 
vs. & N. et al.; case 5688; order in 
part te initod: p. 872. 

Lake and rail cancellations; I, and §. 
709; reopened; p. 138. 

Live stock, etc.; 
granted; p. 76. 

Marshall and Jefferson (Tex.), cities of, 
vs. Galveston, Harrisburg & San An- 
Page et al.; case 7312;.class rate or- 
der; 1032. 

Marshall and Jefferson, cities of, Texas, 
vs. G. H. & S. A. et. al.; case’ 7312; 
corrected order; p. 1204. 

Memphis, city of, et al. vs. C. RL & 
P. et al.; case 7304; time for excep- 
tions extended; p. 
and case reopened; Pp. 

Memphis Band Mill Co. et al. vs. C. R. 
Ls P.; case 7444; order modified; p. 
4' 

Memphis. Freight Bureau et al. vs. Iron 
pet ss) et al.; case 4101; order of 
postpo ent annulled; Pp. 1045. 

nor ye eight Bureau vs. St. L. I. M. 
& § 8. et al.; case 6390; order issued; p 

Michigan Hardwood Mfrs. Ass’n. et al. 
vs. Transcont. Frt. Bureau et al.; case 
2713; reparation granted; p. 58. 

Michigan Paper Mills Traffic Ass'n. et 
al. vs. A. & V. et al.; case 6625; re- 
opened; p. 234. 

Miller Mfg. Co., Inc., vs. B. & O. et 
al.; case 7478; reparation allowed; n. 
519. 


Milk and cream investigation; case 8558; 
Canadian Pacific eliminated as re- 
spondent; p. 1288. 

Minneapolis Civic and Commerce Ass’n. 
ét al. vs. Algoma Central & Hudson 
Bay et al.; case 6512; reopened; p. 
750. 

Missouri-River-Nebraska cases; 
7311, 7352, 7447, 7501, 7461, Traffic Bu- 
reau of Sioux City Commercial Club et 
al. vs. C. & N. W. et te en 
date of order postponed; >. 68 

Molasses from Texas and Seas: I. 
and S. 772; order amended; p. 1016, 


cases 


Moore-Sever Grain Co. et al. vs. Union ~ 


_— et al; case 7223; reopened; p. 
Morris & Co. and Sulzberger & Sons Co. 
vs. U. P. et al.; case 7348; reparation 


ordered; p. 504. 


case 4266; reparation , 


74; — changed © 


Me Se 








55; 


ra- 


al. 
ub. 


Ps; 
ite 


Mount Pleasant Fertilizer Co. vs. L. & 
N. et al; case 6340; reparation 


granted; p. 
Multiple rates; docket 9020; carriers or- 
dered to show cause why they shouid 
ea be ordered to cease cublishings DP 


National Dock & Storage Warehouse 
Co. vs. B. & M.; I. and S.; case 7595; 
order amended; p. 76. 

National Pickle & Canning Co. vs. C. 
M. & St. P. et al.; case 7603; repara- 
tion allowed; p. 519. 

New England plaster; I. and S. 790; 
order amended; p. 1288. : 
Oklahoma Commission vs. A. & 8. et 
al.; case 4004; reparation granted; p. 


Oklahoma Cottonseed .Crushers’ Ass’n. 
vs. M. K. & T. et al.; case 7026; same 
vs. A..T. & S. F. et al.; case 7048; 
effective date postoponed; p. 300. 

Oklahoma Cottonseed Crushers’ Ass’n. 
vs. A. T. & S. F. et al.; case 7048; re- 
opened; p. 831. 

Omaha Bicycle Co, et al. vs. C. & N. 

“ al.; case 6375; reparation hath 


Odtainn Packing Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. 
o al.; case 6213; reparation awarded; 


Pp. 519. 
Oregon- Washington R. R. & Nav. Co. 
case; decision modified; p. 1044. 
Oyster Growers’ Ass’n. of N. A. vs. B. 
4°. et al.; case 8192; reopened; p. 
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Paducah Board of Trade vs. C. B. & Q. 
et al.; case 7737; effective date modi- 
fied; Pp. 360. 

Pardee, C., Works vs. C. R. R. of N. 
st al.; case 4743; date extended; ‘p. 


Pardee, C., Works vs. N. Y. C. et al.; 
case 4743; reductions ordered; p. 1254. 

Petroleum tailings; cases 6750, Nat’l Pe- 
troleum Ass’n. vs. Santa Fe et al, 
6750, Sub. No. 1, Central Commercial 
Co. vs. same; 6297, Milliken Refining 
Co. vs. M. K. & T. et al.; 7142, Cudah 
Refining Co. vs. Santa Fe et al., an 
7347, Nat’] Enameling. & a Co. 
vs. same; order amended; 

Platts, Charles, vs. N. Y. N. H. & H. 
et al.; case 7959; reopened; 412. 
Port Huron & Duluth 8. 8. o. vs. P. 
R. R.; case 7818; reopened; p. 1102. 
Port Huron & Duluth S. 8. Co.; case 

7818; reopened; p. 1389. 
Porto "Rico; case 5701; effective date of 
had appliance order postponed; p. 


Reparation awarded; cases 7925, 6995, 
7377, 6260. 7743, 5999, 4800, 5294, 7711, 
5675; p. 677. 

Royal Milling Co. vs. Great Northern; 
cases 7892, 7893, 7894; reopened for 
argument; p. 910. 

Safety appliance; case 5701; effective 
ay of Porto Rican order postponed; 


1288. 

st “Louis Business Men’s League vs. A. 
T. @ S. F. et al.; case 8083; effective 
date modified; p. 622. 

Schloss-Sheffield Steel & Iron Co. et al. 
vs. L. & N. 3 al.; case 4800; repara- 
tion awarded; . 1218. 

Sheets, W. H., png L. & N.; case 7840; 
reparation; p. 646, 

Shreveport Chamber of Commerce vs. 
K. Sou. et al.; case 7329; effective 
date postponed; p. 62. 

Shreveport Chamber of Commerce vs. 
K. C. 8. et al.; case 7829; effective 
date of 9 postponed; p. 544, 

Shreveport Chamber of Commerce and 
Alexandria Chamber of Commerce vs. 

V. et al.; case 7250; order issued; 


p. 640. 

Sioux City Commercial Club, Traffic Bu- 
reau of; express rate case; effective 
date poatwoned? p 405. 

Sioux Cit a Commercial Club, Ftp ag Bu- 
reau o Cc. & Q. al.; case 
7254; earviece ehioah to ph. cause 
why. guqgrit order should not be en- 
tered; p. 164 

Spokane ovale & Supply. Go. et al. 

& A .; case 7320; St cee 
awarded; ip. § 

Spokane or ers postponed; 1060. 

Steubenville; city of, Ohio, & Tri-State 
Ry. & Elec. Co. and Steubenville W. & 
i Co.; case 7356; order amended; p. 

Stonega coal and related cases; report 
amended; *P. 0. 

Thompson, Ritchie & Co., Inc., vs. V. 
S. & P. et al.; Da 6513; "effective date 
postponed; 8 

gk on er tehié Co., Inc., et al. vs. 

case 


13; order 
A a = Sart; “D. 370. 


ses aie anh is 
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Thompson, oe & Co., Inc., et al. vs. 
V. S. & P. et al; case 6513; caper 
date in part postponed; = 

Thompson, .—" & Co., Inc., Ke al. vs. 
Vv. S. & P. et al; case 6513; fourth 
section order 5843, "class and commod- 
ity rates to ~ +e from Ruston, La.; 
orders amended; 748. 

U.S. A. vs. A. - re case 4651; repara- 
tion awarded; 1218. 

United States ot D. & R. G; case 1699; 
case reopened; p. 112. 

Vandenboom-Stimson Lumber Co. et al. 
vs. Iron Mountain et al.; case 6960; 
order modified; p. 408. 

West Lumber Co. vs. St. L. & S. F. et 
oe case 7640; reparation allowed; p. 


Wilhoit Refining Co. vs. M. K. & 7.; 
case 8021; reparation; p; 546. 


MISCELLANEOUS TRAFFIC DECI- 
SIONS. 

Agent, powers of; — vs. P. Ft. W. 
& C. (K. C.); p. 1203. 


Cars; Kissell vs. Pp Ft. W. & C. et al. 


« ©) 03. 
Cars, TDR Wadley —— vs. 
Kent and Downs (Ga.); Pe ¢ 
Cars, failure to furnish; M. ik & T. of 
Tex. vs. Harrell Gin’ Co. (Tex.); p. 


404. 

Charges; Hall vs. C. & N. W. et al, 
(Minn.); p. 361. 

Charges, collection of; po re Arlington 
Hotel Co. (Del.); p. 

bey mh, a A off ; C. & N “W. vs. Stein 
Co. -(Neb.); p. 636. 

Charges; Erie vs. Steinberg (Ohio); pp. 
1093, 1094. 

Claims, paying; Bryd vs. A. G L. 
(S. C.); p. 1041. 

Concurrent powers; P. & N. T. vs. Hall 
(Tex.); p. 1388. 

Congressional action; P. & N. T. vs. 
Hall (Tex.); p. 1388. 

Courts, jurisdiction of; Cc. C. & St. L. 
vs. Talge Mahogany So. tna.$ = 97. 

Damages; Missouri Pacific vs. Ferguson 
Sawmill Co. (Fed. Ct.); p. 7994. 

Delivery, place of; N. Y. C. « H. R. vs. 
General Electric Co. CN. Y); p. 1388. 

Demurrage; C. & N. W. vs. Pulp Wood 
Co, (Wis.); p. 1094 

Demurrage; 'D. G. H. & M- vs. Owosso 
Sugar Co. {gtie>-): p. 871. 

Demurrage; . P. vs. Carstens Pack- 
ing Co, (Wash.); p. 545. 

Demurrage; H. : Wa eye _ vs. N. 
¥.N. H. & H.(N. Y.); B, 147. 

Discrimination; Ba vs. »,* Bo. (Pa.); 


p. 1325. 

Discrimination; Q. A. & P. vs. Moore 
(Tex.); p. 1325. 

Discrimination; w. ~~ _ Caries Planing 
Mill Co. vs. N. O. C. (Miss.); p. 


1277. 

Discrimination; Brennen vs. Southern 
Express (S. C.); Pp. 1203. 
Discriminations; Byrd se & @ G 


viecialaation: A. T. & 8S. F. vs. Bow- 
man (Colo.); 645. 

Discrimination in contracts; Bryant 
Lumber Co. vs. perene River Lumber 
Co. (Ark.); p. 

Discrimination by ‘counterclaim; iL ¢ 
Ry. Co. vs. W. L. Hoppes & Sons et 
al. (lowa.); p. . 

Eminent domain; & N. vs. Green- 
yg Distillery oo. et al, (Ky.); p. 

Evidence; L. & N. vs. Greenbrier Dis- 
tillery et al. S acy. ); p. 404. 

Express company @ yo carrier; 
Tiles vs. Am, Express et al. (Mo.); p. 


295. 
Fourth section of act; Nashville Grain 
yeas et al. vs. U. 8. (Ga.); Pp. 


Indictments for discrimination; U. 8. vs. 
.& R. (Pa.); p. 476. 

Interstate commerce; W. B. Clarkson 
Eg vs. Gans S. 8. Line (Tex.); p 
Interstate commerce; se Mill & Lum- 
ber Co., Inc., vs. P. R. R. (N. J.); D- 


605. 
Interstate shipment; Bowles vs. Q. O. & 
K. C. (Mo 61, 


.); p. 36 
Interstate commerce; Donaho vs. M. P. 


( 1. 
teteeatnae transportation; LL. Werner 
wmill Go. vs. K. C. 8S. (Mo.); p 


Interstate commerce; Lusk et al. vs. A. 
& 8S. F. et al. (Mo.); p. 137, ie 
Interstate RN Tsp nm vs. N. 
Interstate path onl Sy Betsevitle, spouth- 
western vs. Mims (Miss.); p. 9 


Li ae > 





Intrastate shipment; ~~ ex rel, oho, Me 
& St. P. al. vs. Missouri blic 
— Commission et al. (Mo.); p. 

Jurisdiction; State vs. C. R. I. & P. et 
al. (Neb. )s p 937. 

a certs Hall vs. P. R. Co. (Pa.)} De 


Legislative powers; L. & N. vs. Greéen- 
brier Distillery et al. (Ky.); p. 404. 
Legislative power, delegation of; St. 
Paul Ass’n of Commerce Fog al. , vs. 

Cc. B. & Q. et al. (Minn.); 545. 
Liability, limitation Of; authorit of 
agent; Enderstein vs. A. T. & 8, F, 


(New ae p. 56. 
& Q. vs. Giles (Fed. Ct.); 


Liquor; C. B 
p. 1148. 

Liquor, intoxicating; — vs. South- 
ern Express (S. C.); p. 
Logs, rates on; C. C. C. 7 St. lL. vs. 
alge Mahogany Co. (Ind.); p. 97. 
Long and short haul; L. & N. ys. Green- 
brier Distillery et ‘al. (Ky.); p. 405. 
Misrouting; ee. vs. M, P, 
Kan.); p. 104 . 

Obligation, ice RA W. M. Carter 
Planing Mill Co. vs. N. O. M. & C. 
(Miss.); p. 1277. 

Order of I. C. C.; consideration of, by 
court; Banaka vs. M. P. (Mo.); p. 66. 

Orders; McAdams vs.. Wells rgo & 
Co. Express (La.); p. 137. 

Overcharge, jurisdiction; Great Western 
Oil Refining & Pipe eng Co. vs. C. 
M. & St. P. CL); p. 1148. 

ar ia Tilley vs. Southern (N. C.); 


Otercharaee McAdams ys. woe Fargo 
& Co. express (La.); p. 137. 

Rail and Pier \gstag 22 Lehigh Valley 
vs. U. S = p.. 821, 

Rate regulation; "itt vs. C. R. h & P. 
et al. (Neb.); p. 937. 

Rates; may not be fixed Ed contract; 
ie vs. Pelhaza & H. R, Co, (Ga.); 


Rates: shipper agponees + know; En- 
derstein. ¥ vs. A. T. & S. F. (New "Mex- 
co 

bie | i Utassy vs. S. P. Co. (N, Y¥.); 


p 

Rates; injunction; Brown Drug Co. et 
al. vs. U. S. et al. (Fed. Ct.); p. 1094, 

Rates; State ex rel. Martin, hin-onas. 
vs. L. & N. (Ala.); p. 636. 

Rates; Southern Ry. Co. vs. Wilmont 
Oil Mills, and same ys. Ye 
Cotton Oil Co. & S “ oP es 

Rates; A. G. .-% McFadden & 
Bros. (Pa.); Vie" 

Rates; power r fix; L. & N. vs. Green- ~ 
nal Distilling Co. et al. (Ky.); pD. 

Rebating; U. S. vs. C. C. C. & St. Ln 
et al, (Ill); p. 746. 

Rebates; St L. L S. vs. Landa 
and Storey et al. (Tex); p. 405. 

Rebates; N. Y. C. & H, R. vs. General 
Blectric Co. (N. Y.); p. 1388. 

Refrigerator cars, taxatign:; Cudahy 
Packing Co. vs. Stovall (Miss.); Dp. 


1277. 
TT Davis vs. S. P. (Fed. Ct.); p. 
1148. 


Regulate, power to; Brennen vs. South- 
ern Express (S. C.); p. 1203. 

Regulation sarmere: Q, A. & P. vs. 
Moore (Tex.); os 

Repairing. cars; ar ‘igining & Eleva- 
- Co. vs. A. T. & S (Kan.); p. 


Rulings of I. (Ky.); p - J 

Rulings 7! I. ra G: “ L. 8. et al. 
vs. U. 8. (Ky.); p. 821 

Pho = Ta character” of, determines 
whether it is semen U S. vs. P. 


R., and A. G. = vs. H. McFadden. 
& Bros. (Pa.); V5." 
Spotting cars; N. a C & H R. vs. Gen- 


eral Electric Co. (N. +3 . 1389. 
State earn Cc. B. . vs. Giles 
+ (Fed, Ct.); 148, 

State laws caperoated 54 alae: Ban- 
aka vs. M. P. (Mo.); 
Switching connections; ce R + & P. vs. 

State et al. (Okla.); oR 137. 

Switchin beg 9 be te Rock Gravel 

e * repli vs. . N. (Tex.); p. 


er’ nesvintion: McCullough vs. M. P. 


Kan.); 
Taxation, gs cars; Cudahy. 
Tne Co. vs. Stovall (Miss.); p. 


Terminal charges; Minnespae oe sont 


Commerce ae n vs. 
(Minn.); = 


Co, (Del.); p. 


, Terminal, ¢ as part of 
tion charges; on: re Arlington H 


“ 





“ Es” es : 





Misrouting, reparation for; McCaull-Dins- 


Ae Tae i a 
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Sy ee violation; . & N. Penance Oil Works case; see private} Regional commissions; pp. 970, Me. 984, 1017, 
. V8. Fed. Ct.); p. 770 1086, 1163, 1187, 1193. See also torial. 
pkey a 9 hous on violation; U. 8. Parts. ‘shipped separately; William Meyer] Regulation, congressional investigation 
vs. C. M. & St. (Fed. Ct.); B. 770. Oe. vs. A. T. & S. F.; see decisions of| of; pp. 96, 124, 221, 243, oat 304, ay 

Webb-Kenyon act;  ipraenen vs. South- Cc. C.; p. 957. 393, 470, 491, 612, 599, 624, » 662, 6 
ern Express (S. C.); p. 1203. Walemaat ey see Illinois passenger 691, 696, 697, 728, 771, 772, ta, 825, 366" 
fares; I. 913, 911, 931, 932, 968, 969, ‘970, 1011, 1013, 


oe Be Co. BT G. N.; see decisions of I. 
Molasses. ~~} Tex. — penny 
decisions of I. C. C.; 
Z ‘upbeawel: oe ‘freight rates; 


rs coal freight agent Lehigh 


erties traffic commissioner 
Speaber of Commerce; p. 1035. 

Myers C.; article on electricity and 
freight congestion: p. 301. 


Nash, C. W.; traffic commissioner Albany 
Chamber of Commerce; p. 639. 

_ Nashville flour transit ‘rules; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 904. 

Nashville live stock switching gg see 
live stock, L C. C. decisions 87; 
private sidetrack problem, p. 133.” 

Nashville switching case, P. Be Supreme 
court decision, pp. 1202 

National Association of Reliway Commis- 
sioners; call for convention, p. 808; an- 
nual convention in Washington; pp. 


ehaea 
atienal in Industrial Traffic League; meet- 
Ning at Detroit; pp, 393, 465. 

National Industrial Traffic League; No- 
108. meeting in Chicago; pp. 969, 

Neall, F. L.; steel rails for export; 227. 

New Haven’ boat lines case; rave Bp 
tion from W. H. Chandler a 543. 

Newlands, Senator (Who's : Ww 0): p. 411. 

Newlands. resolution for regulation inves- 
tigation; see regulation. 

New York commerce threatened by New 
Jersey application to I. C. C.; p. 306. 
orton, T. J.; use of waterways in time 
of rail ae: p. 699. 

Noxon, F. . suggestion as to the in- 
crease of hreleht rates; pp. 377, 413, 471, 

Official classification; report of N. I. T. 
L. committee; p. 1031. 

Official classification; docket of hearings 
or ah ea committee; pp. 39, 91, 661, 

Ohio coal decision, p. 8; communication 
from H. G. Wilson, p. 105. . 

Oil; Pacific’ Creamery Co. vs. 8S. P. et al. 
and Arizona pe eyes Commission 
gis & S&S. F. et al.; see decisions of 

. Pp. 
oF ae to, Oklahoma; see decisions of 


oitiey. Ore eh seen on regulation of 
oer, Beli-Ro ers Produce Co. vs. 

fourth section applica- 

omen’ : nee detiaons of 1 pees un f 

withou ear suggestion o 
Commissioner Meyer; pp. 1005, 1019. 

ims for; p. 804. 
, Claims for; by BE. J. Phillips; 


see 

: ms J. 
103. 

FA Bony BB. H.; 


Valley; 
a. 


Dp. 873. 
Ma NW ek Standard Paint Co. vs. C. 
& N. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
pacie car somarzage sopeet; ° : 
age car service; discus Tv. J. 
McLaughlin; p. 867. sf 
Packing and marking advice; 145. 


Packing cotton goods for euport; p. 994 
Packi house products, etc.; 
Pa Co. vs. C. M. Pe 

see decisions of I, C. C.; 896. 
etc.; Stan Paint “Co. vs. C. & 
. et al.; see décisions of LG. Si; 


. 853. 
Paint, liquid; Toch Bros. vs. C. of G. et 
; see decisions of I. C. C.; P. 893. 
Panama canal; tentative report n case of 
B. & C. 8.'S. Co. et al. vs. A. C. L. 
et al.; p. 1365. si ns h, 18; 

canal; service through, p. a 

sor4 Satie. Pp. Pants yome 2 in July, Ae 
lines rough, : 
closed by si de, p. 711; traffic in Au- 
p. 749; traffic in September, p. 

070: traffic fn October, p. 1283; Missis- 
sip Daa Pp. 1283; six months of 


tra 
; communications on 
President Wilson s attitude in strike 
situation, pp. 472, 542, 625, 665; com- 
a gage on a enforcing the DD Tae 
’ for on, PD. 
defeating thro through ep. 929; I. C. Cc: 
WA Si0L zed; D. 
per, ne’ ty omy Lake Su Paper 
CO.., btd., Vs. M. St. P & Ste. Marie 
decisions of Ic. Cc. ; p. 1301. 


Cc. decision; p. 960. 
Passenger , Bons St. Louis (Mo. )-Illinois 
get apse fares; see decision of L. C. C.; 


Pp. 
Pauisengé r fares; bloga vey “I ‘Public Ser- 
vice Commission vs. 3 . et al.; see 


decisions of I. C. C.; ie 

Passenger fares, Tilincis. * st. Louis Busi- 
ness Men’s League vs. A. T. & S. F. et 
al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 351. ; 

Passes; revised regulations; D. 598. 

Peddler cars; packing house products, 
ete.; reparation: in re rates and prac- 
tices in transportation of live stock, 
packing house products and fresh meats 
from southwestern’ points to packing 
houses and thence to destinations: Okla- 
homa Corporation Commission vs. A. T 


S oa et al.; see decisions of I. C, C.; 
Per diem, increased; p. 1204.. See also car 
shortage. 


Philadelphia movement for centralized 
regulation, etc.; see Regulation, exclu- 
sive federal control of. 

ka E. J.; claims for overcharges; p. 


Pig iron; Chattanooga Imp. & Mfg. Co. 
et al. vs. L. & N. et al; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 1265. 

Pig iron; Sloss- Sheffield Steel and Iron 

o. et al. vs. % & et al.; see de- 

Pp. M38 

Rapids Plaster Co. 


cisions of I. C. 
Plaster, etc.; Grand 


vs. L. S. & M. 8. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 385. 
are New we see decisions of 


Politics yet transportation; address by E. 
F. Kearney; p. 1071. 

Pomerene bill; pp. 243, 304, 360, 380, 483, 
499 (full text of act), 531, 641, 543, 741, 
856, 1163, 1299, 1370. 

Pooling of equipment; report of N. I. T. 
L. committee; p. 1030. 

Post, George A.; answers questionaire of 
Traffic League in regard to Newlands 
committee investigation; p. 825. 

Postal cards, etc.; U. S. % 
al.; see decisions of I. C. C. 

Pearee rates; plan of Rep. Randall; Pp. 

de epee rss annual report of; p. 

Potatoes; Eastern Shore of Va. Produce 
Exchange vs. N. Y. ao N. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; 383, 

Prentis, R. R.; address ‘to N. ARC. 
convention; p. 1081. 

shee cars; Paraffine Oil Works 

698, 766, 795, 810, 863, 1208, 1255, i316 
eapreens ‘Court decision). 

Published rates, departure from; decision 
of Judge noes n case of Ralph Davis 


Ragin, W. &: a. £. ian 4A. Oo. In; pe 
1206. 


Railroad stock, average holding of; p. 75. 

Railway Business Association; bulletin on 
Congress and the Sagi p. 671. 

Railway mail pay; pp. 92, 148, 228,- 731, 
763, 775, 795, 809, P82, 1191, 1278. See 
also editorial. F) 

Railway revenues summary for May and 
eleven months of fiscal year; p. 296; 
June; p. 428; year ending June 30; p. 
620; August ‘and two months; pp. 768 
and 1043; ag ear ending June 30 (Bu- 
reau of R lews and Statistics); p. 
860; gepteiber and three months, pp. 
1324, 1336; October; p 7. 

Ramstedt, A. Ps ee commission favors 
federal ‘control; p. 1262. 

Randall, C. G.; general freight and pas- 
conger agent and auditor W. C. & W. 


7 
Renaoizh. “George F.; commissioner for 
the three freight and passenger asso- 
ciations in Officia] Classification terri- 
tory; pp. 817, 985. 
ntles: D bill, regulating issuing of securi- 
ties; PP. 405, 735, 1369. 
for carload package freight 
oa fea on public team tracks; report of 
T. L. committee; 1 032. 
népiabosinel and divers on tariffs; con- 
ference in Washington; pp. 1276, 1306, 


1355, 1384, 1390. 
: popient sug- 


Refrigerator cars; 
gestion of W. sher; Riort 
orth, Pacific 


Refrigerator car ge 
Fruit Distributors vs. N. al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.;-p. ‘et 
Refrigerator cars; B. ippankfeld Co. vs. 
N. C. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


p. 290, 


1015, 1629, 1059, 1077, 1087 (open 
Newlands committee hearin gs), 1100, 
1131, 1163, 1187, 1209, 1210, 1211, 1228; 
a aries 1299, ‘1330, 1369. See also edi- 
tor 

Regulation of carriers, exclusive federal; 
pp. 7, 130, 303, 304, 393, 470, 512, 565, 
601, 632, 662, 691, 696, 697, 699, 728, 7 


931, 969, 970, 1 
1115, 1130, 1209, 1210, "1211, 1228, 1262, 
1264, 1374. See ‘also editorial and Shep- 
pard bill. 

Regulation, uniformity of; by G. F. Wil- 
liams; p. 930. 

Reparation, basis for; p. 1386. 

Reparation claims, intermountain; Inland 
Seed Co. vs. O0.-W. R. oo et 
al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p 3 

Reparation not noe on solvency; I. 
Cc. C. decision; p. 351 

Reparation, measure of; ’ Dardanelle-Taen- 
ner Lumber Co. case ‘in Supreme Court; 


2. 
Reparation; annual report of Commission; 
p. 1193. 


Reparation; Arlington Heights Fruit Ex- 
change case litigation; p. 1321. 

Return of freight cars; pp. 829, 961, 1193, 
1314, 1329, 1337, 1390, 1394. See also car 
shortage ‘and editorial. 

Rice, S. D.; carload express rates; p. 873. 

Rice, from ‘Tex, and La.; see decisions of 
Lc. Coy vp 

Richardson, W. F.; a. g. f. a. of the B 
& O.; p. 1389. 

Roberts, D. S.; a. g. f. a. Kansas City 
Southern; p 1280. 

Robie, C. W.; New England manager 
American Bxpress Co. and gees 
New England Traffic Club; 

ne aaa by E. L. Davis: 

Royster, F. S., Guano Co. vs. A. C. L. et 

Commission refuses to dismiss case; 
806. 

abi of practice; circular of N. I, T. L. 
directing attention to changes; p. 704. 

Rules of practice; action of N. I. T. Li; 
p. 970; recommendations of W. =" Mc- 
Cormack; p. 968; report of N. L. T. L. 
committee; p. 1029, 


Ryan, E. D.; communication on federal 
control; p. 742. 
Schurz, J. R.; communication on new , 


shipping board; pp. 625, 

Sewer pipe; Chattanooga Sewer Pipe & 
Fire Brick Co. vs. nee et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; 897. 

Shelton, C. be panes on * Deitine freight 
claims; p. 

Sheppard Pail; pp. 38, 75, 93, 315, 474, 
1017. 

Shipbuilding, American; pp. 933, 1286. 


hi r ight of appeal; pp. 75,° 631, 969, 
. 1606, t028 errs 1371. See also editorial. 


hipping Boar = e act creat- 
sip it; pp. "133, 505, 42, 621, 625, 651, 
674, 741, 1190, 1282, 1356.' See also edi-' 


torial. 
a ° McLaughlin; meee discussed by 
u 
et ae ee 440, 504, 666, 


sive port pp. 427, 
796, $57, 991, “909, Bs, 1162, 

Shreveport cases; tans eae | s scheme 
for co-operation with state commis- 
Sones pp. 1019, 1163, 1193. See also edi- 

al 

Shreveport situation; W. M. Barrow ex- 
phere Louisiana intervention in eres 
Chamber of Commerce case; ap 

Simmons, Wm.; neral freight Fo 
New York-New — yg! age | York- 
Galveston service of S 
Steamship Lines; p. ice 

Solvency; reparation not Mar on; 
Riverside Mills vs. A. & S. Steam 
Co. et al.; see decisions of LG Ga; p. 
351. 

Soap, ete.; ; Frome & Gamble Distribut- 
wr Co. vs. — & V. et al.; see decisions 
of i. C. G5 200. 

Southern Ciasbification committee reor- 
anization; p. 
semhéen Classification: report of N. I. 

T. L. committee; 031. 

Spence, L. ‘J.; 
part peg think ghould os in fourth 
section a4 cations; p. 

Spiegel, F.; advertising of freight fa- 

mais: . 1034. 

Spotting charges; p. 620. 

Staffor B.; grain and hay frei ht 

~ eommissioner, Memphis Merchants’ 
change; p. 520. 


RB Bepols of principles - 
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erg = on bills of lading, etc.; pp. 76, 
k, H. ls; ear shortage suggestions; p. 


1. 

State vs. Interstate rates; Chattanooga 
Sewer Pipe & Fire Brick Co. vs. South- 
= et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

State rates and I. C. C.; South Dakota 
express rate decision; pp. 7, 25, 405, 598, 
624 (Sioux City Commercial Ciub Traf- 
fic Bureau vs. Am Express = al. d 
Ack bit: LIMO aasenaay tare de- 
et al.;'p passe are de- 
cision: BP. 351, 516; state regulation 

ard hit; p. 474; pp. 691, 696, 706, 708, 
TT 930, "1082, 1164. See. also’ editorial, 
Shreveport cases and aoe ahetn bill. 

Statistics, railway, for 1845; abstract pub- 
lished by I. C. C.; p. 

Statistics Oe veslways: Boreas of Railway 

nomics; 

Steamship Co. Pot yet in capeetion not a 
carrier; Charleston & Norfolk S. S. Co. 
vs. - & O. et al.; see decisions of I. C. 


% 203. 
Steel Pails for export; by F. L. Neall; p. 


Stephen, George; freight traffic manager 
Canadian Northern; p. 1390. 

Stone; in re divisions of joint rates from 
points in Indiana to points in other 
states; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 800. 

Rhompe, New York storage; see décisions 


190. 
Storage chase Toch Bros. vs. C. a 
et al.; see decisions of L C. C.; 893. 


se ties free, of woodpulp; see wat Bh 


1117. 
storage tariffs; pp. 1328, 1390. 
Streyer, J. A.; general manager M. D. & 


8s. 9 
Strikes, railroad; Commissioner Clements 
gests oy to prevent; p. 
Stubbs, R R. §S.; traffic pe oad American 
Sugar Refining Co.; p. 109. 
Sugar; American Beet Sugar Co. “3 al. 
vs. > P. et al.; see decisions of I. C. 


Cc. 1178. 
Sul hibric acid from New ggg see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 136 


SUPREME COURT DECISIONS. 


Anderson, C. &., Cc. T. H. & 8S. B.; 
Indiana’ thistle ‘aw: p. 1315. 
Baggage, Joss of: N. Y. C. vs. Edna 


Beaham; p. 120 02. 

Blish miitin Co. case. (Légal depart- 
ment); 9. 

california” back haul case; pp. 1202, 


Coat 2 eee * goes 6f; P: BR 
the Lonmah, t & Stineman Foal 
companies: p. 
Contributory negligence; err City 
R. R. vs. Parker: p. 
as Are ee Co. et al. sa U. 8. and 
Cc. €.; pp. 1255, 1315. 

Headlights: Indiana law; pp. 1255, 1320. 
Hours of service, Northern, Pacific. re- 
lieved from report; Pp. 
Live stock a aaimay 

eee. S 


~ for injury 
cLaughlin; p. 


Nashville hte ay, Mase pp. ge 1257. 

Ohio Valley T N.; ; PP. 
1315, 1366. 

Paraffine Works case; . 1255, 1315. 

Private cars; see car case; pp. 
1255, 13815. 

Reparation aherorinas, facie evidence 
in court; Jacoby case; p. 1202. 

Reparation, court denies. motions in 
Dardanelle- Taenner Lumber Co. case; 


Pp. 882. 

Re ration: L. & N. vs. Ohio Valley 
ie Co.; pp. 1315, 1366. 

Switching of cars on repair tracks—in- 
terstate commerce; C. M. & St. P. vs. 
Bolch; p. oy B 


Tank car case; . 1255, ..1316. 
Thistle law, a 3 "held constitu- 
tional; p. 1315. 


Vandalia R. R. vs. Indiana Public Ser- 
vice Commission; headlight case; pp. 
1255, 1320. 


SUSPENDED TARIFFS. 


A Date of 
I. & S. No. Order. Page. 
789 “Aug. 368 
790 June 54 
799 July 6 . 103 
802 July 3 102 
804 July 3 102 
805 July 5. 102 
806 oy 6 102 
807 July 6 103 
810 July 6 103 


930 Sept. 29 He 
930 Oct. 14 
931 Sept. 30 
931 Sept. 30 751 
932 Sept. 30 751 
938 Sept. 30 751 
934 Sept. 30 2 
935 Oct. 28 928 
935 Sept. 752 
936 Sept. 752 
937 Sept. 30 . 752 
938 Sept. 30 752 
939 Sept. 30 752 
940 Sept. 29 751 
941 Oct. 52 
$42 Oct. 4 a 
943 Oct.. 6 781 
945 Oct. 81 
946 Oct. 10 781 
947 Oct. 12 833 
8 Oct. 14 833 
950 Oct. 19 878 
951 23 878 
1 Oct. 23 878 
952 Oct. 24 878 
952 t. 23 
953 Oct. 25 878 
954 Oct. 28 928 
955 Oct. 30 92. 
955 Dec. 22 - 1398 
956 Nov. 15 1046 
8 Oct. 31 
958 Dec. 16 1346 
959 Nov. 4 
960 Nov. 4 990 
961 * Nov, 
961 Nov. 24 1152 
961 Novy. 15 1046 
962 Nov. 7 990 
962 Nov. 27 1152 
963 Nov. 9 1046 
964 Nov. 11 1046 
965 Nov. 22 1102 
965 Dec. 1 1214 
966 Nov. 20 1102 
$67 Nov. 14 1046 
968 Nov. 16 1102 
969 Nov. 19 1102 
970 Nov. 21 1102 
971 Nov. 21 1102 
972 Nov. 18 1102 
972 Dec. 9 1288 
973 Nov. 21 1102 
974 Nov. 29 1152 
975 Nov. 29 1152 
975 Dec. 6 1214 
976 Dec. 6 1214 
977 Dec. 9 1288 
978 Dec. 9 i288 
979 9 1288 
980 Dec. 14 1288 
981 Dec, 14 1344 
982 Dec. 14 1344 
983 Dec. 1 1346 
973 Dec, 20 1346 
975 1346 
984 Dec. 20 1346 
. 20 1346 
986 Dec. 20 1346 
987 Dec. 21 1398 
988 Dec. 22 1398 
990 Dec. 27 1398 


- 





al of tariffs; by W. H. Chandler; 


p. a 
Sutcliffe, E.; communication; p. 303. 


Switching charges at South hg ee ery * 
No. 2; see decisions of I 

Switching, aye stock, at Y Naghvilas mee 
live stock, I. C. C. decisions; p. 87. 

Switching: | pede Board of Trade ys. 


N.; see decisions of IL C. C.; p. 
328. re 


Switching; see Nashville switching (I. C 
C, decision); p. 213. e ob 


Tap line allowances; investigations under 
dockets 9624 and 9025; Pp. 18. 


‘Tap line; Louisiana and Pine Bluff di- 


Wstona: see decisions of I. C. C.; 2. 


a ene, Wash rates with; joint rates” 
th the Washington Western a % (see 
lumber) see Bee sions of I. CG C.; p, 


Tap lines; Butler County R. 4 se i, “4 
see decisions of I. C. &; — 

bak lines; milling logs in wh on 
lines; decisions of I. C. C.; pp. 


3 
Tariffs, posting of; p. 1284, 
Taylor, H. G.; pa om on state 
a a and federal regulation; 
Taylor, W. peer on federal regu- 
lation of Rs 
Telephone; Lott -B. ‘Malone vs. N. Y. Tele- 
hone Co. et al.; see decisions of I. C. 


Te att NE blems; organization 
Sonck? iis. ; to —_ 





BES PE SRR SARE ee OE PE BPE OM at A Te Vis 


Termi nal regulatio: 
y As term 


ns; St, Louis Be ius 
C. C.: pp. 243, 248. ye 
by > PP. 
Terminal rules; St. imo W 
Merchants’ & 
Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 894. 
exas law for furnishings cars; 915. 
exas common point blanket efected; 
Dallas Chamber of Commerce Freight 
Bureau Dept. et al. vs. A. T. & 8S. F. 
et al.; pp. 315, 33 
Thomas, Fr. 8.; suggestion for car trust; 
Pp 
uh tet ha A. W.; vice-president B. & O.; 
9. 


Thorne, ‘Clifford; courts and the rate- 
making power; p. 1143. 

Through rates higher than intermediates; 
Sanford-Day Iron Works ét al. vs. L. 


Miners’ Traneportation 


N. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; py 


35. 

Through rates; Fagor ting by combina- 
tions; pp. 700, 741, 742, 771, 805, .813, 
rae $55, 981, 1198, 1195. See also’ edi- 


mittany, Cc. H.; bulletin on freight car 
efficiency ; Pp. ‘1198. 

Tipton, T. C.; manager Jacksonville Traf- 
fic Bureau; p. 306. 

Titus, E. E.; communication on Pome- 
rene act provision in regard to mark- 


a Bp: 133, 134, 164, 315, 369, 
4 is? “a8. 614, 532, 578 (suspen- 
sich rae tariff tts), 688, a 834, 843, bey dt 
statement a principles by L. J. Spence), 
, 1333. See also editorial. 
Trap ¢ cars ane average agreement; report 
L. committee; p. 969. 
Traunbuil, Priva speaks on railroad plan 
for reform in regulation; p. 822. 
Trumbull, Frank; explains railway plan 
of regulation to N. L. T. L.; p. 970. 
Undelivered freight, charges on; South- 
western Portland Cement Co., Inc., vs. 
a & P. et al.; see decisions of. ¢.C.; 


p. 388. 
Undelivered freight, charges on; 
munication from O. F. Bell; p. 471. 
Dettore. ee annual Peport of 


Pp 

Vaiuation and freight rates; p. 8435 
Valuation; report on Atlanta, Birmingham 

& Atlantic; Dp. 866. 
Valuation; Texas Midland and- A. 

A.; correction = T. W. 
Valuation of N. T. & M.; p. 10 
Valuation of K. & Southern; p. 1144. 
Valuations; protests b  cartlers; Hi “eo 
Valuation and rates; E. E. Titus; 


MBroe A. T.; traffic director Dodge 
ae: Co.; Dp. 1205. 
M.; Somranplonsion on delay 


me + movement; Ba 
Wells, Fargo & Co’ press pension plan; 


122. 

Whiching: report of N. IL. T. L. commit- 
tee; P 030. 

Weir, . J.; communication on basis of 
value in loss and damage claims; p. 700. 

Western CF ogee report of N. IL. T. 
L. committee; 1031. 

Western Classification: docket of hearings 
before the committee; pp. 399, 606, 627, 
877, 915, 1339. 
harton, W. HL; paper on selling freight 
service; p. 1331. 

Wheat; Royal Millin ng. Co. vs. G. N.; see 
decisions of I. C. -; Pp. 335. 

Wheat; Minneapolis Traffic Ass’n et al. 

28 Arbor; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
Dp. 


White, W. W.; 


Willcox, Edgar T.; general freight agent 
seaboard Air Line; p. 230. 

Williams, E. M.; vice- -president Adams 
Express Co.; p. 985. 

D.| Wee G. F.; uniformity in regulation; 


individual embargoes; p. 


Wiliams, G. F.; communication on com- 


930. 
Vegetables and berries; Eastern Shore of 
Va. Produce Exchange vs. N. ¥. P. & 
N. et al., and portion of Fourth Sec- 
tion ‘Application 1772; see decisions of 

; traffic manager Newport I. C. C.; p. 192. 
1, Veneering; Augusta Veneer Co. vs. South- 
ern et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


ing of shipments; p. 741; marking of, 
sh ne p. 874; valuation and rates; 


Pp. 
Tomkins, W. J 
Navigation Co., etc.; p. 6 
Tomkins, W. J.; letter to Commission on 
car demurrage and shortage; p. 666; 898. 
the new C. F. A. scale; p. 929, Wages of trainmen and settlement of 
Ton miles, wasted; view of Frank Lyon; threatened strike; }P- 66, 105, 143, 418, 
p. 1377. 472, 491, 503, 531, 5 544, 579, 580, 598, 
Tooker,.H. B.; remedy for car shortage; 599, 625, 665, 723, 728, 733, 764, 813, 
Pp. 1033. 814, 1005, 1014, 1015, aio Orr "1164, 
Townshend, J. H.; suspension of. tariffs; 1227, 1326, 1374. See also editorial. 
98 War; operation of railroads by president 
in time of; p. 303. 1211. See also editorial. 
War: effect on commerce; p. 651, 763, bers ars s . a p. a. Wichita Falls 


1228, 1299, 1355, > 
Warner, | W.: a. g. f. and . a. Los An- | Woodpulp, free ieat of; Mechanical 
geles & Salt Lake; p. 1281. and Chemical Pul division of the 
Water lines; see boat lines. American Paper & Pulp Ass’n vs. B. & 
Water line; "joint rates iy ab Ps Huron ng al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
te Chicago Wool] Co, et al. vs, C. M. 


& Duluth §S. S. Co. vs R. et al.; 
P. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


binations in rate fixing; p. 811. 

Williams, R. D.; manager Pacific Coast 
traffic, Erie R. R.; p. 673. 

Wilson, Donald; general freight agent 
Long Island R. R.; p. 6389. 

bag oe: ghia ar message to Congress; 


1 

Wiison, H. G.; letter on Ohio eoal de- 
cision; p. #5; report to N. I. T. L. on 
federal regulation and _ resulting con- 
troversy; pp. 393, 511, 544, 699; address 
to automobile. accessory men; p. 729; 
brief on Cummins amendment; a 807, 

Pp. 3 1079; address to Erie Traffic ub; p. 

Trackage contract; Huerfano Coal Co, et 
al. vs. C. & S. E, et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 1181. 

Traffic clubs, list of; p. 1398. 

Traffic lessons; commendation by J. W. 
Cobey; p. 929. 

Traffic man, position of; p. 477. 

Traffic statistics; special report of com- 
mission; p. 982. 

Transcontinental rates; Spokane Mer- 
chants’ Ass’n case and resulting tariffs, 
court action, and hearings on suspen- 


see decisions of I. C. C.; Pp. 194, 
Water transportation as insurance against 
rail strikes; pp. 625, 699, 811. See also 


p. 79. 
editorial. Year; Commission’s change in; p. 1274. 


DO YOU NEED HELP 


IN MAKING 


Bind Them Up 


Hundreds of Traffic 


World 
subscribers, appreciating the 
value of the publication as a per- 
manent reference work, have their 
copies permanently bound in book 
form. 


Rate Compilations? 
Tonnage Comparisons? 


Financial or Statistical 
Tables? = 


LET US SERVE YOU 


Write or Telegraph for Estimates. 


Our charge for doing this kind 
of work is only $1.25 net per vol- 
ume, and we do it right, a good 
quality of law ‘buckram. being 
used, and the volumes being 
properly marked in gilt letters on 

-red and black leather labels. 


Speciai Service Department 


pe Traffic Service Bureau The Traffic Service Bureau 


418 South Market: ‘Street Publishers of THE TRAFFIC WORLD 
#) a 606 Colorado Bidg, Washington, D.C. 








